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          1           NATIONAL FIRE PROTECTION ASSOCIATION

          2                       ANNUAL 2013

          3              ASSOCIATION TECHNICAL MEETING

          4                  Thursday, June 13, 2013

          5   

          6                 STENOGRAPHIC REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS

          7   had in the above-entitled matter held at the

          8   McCormick Place Convention Center, Grand Ballroom,

          9   Chicago, Illinois, commencing at 8:15 o'clock a.m.

         10       PRESENT:

         11            MR. JAMES PAULEY, Chair,

         12              Standards Council

         13            MR. KERRY M. BELL, Member,

         14              Standards Council

         15            MR. MICHAEL JOHNSTON, Member,

         16              Standards Council

         17            MR. JOHN C. HARRINGTON, Member,

         18              Standards Council

         19            MR. JAMES A. MILKE, Member,

         20              Standards Council

         21            MS. AMY BEASLEY-CRONIN, Secretary,

         22              Standards Council

         23            MS. LINDA FULLER, Staff Coordinator

         24            MS. MAUREEN BRODOFF, General Counsel
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          1                        (Whereupon, the following

          2                        proceedings commenced at

          3                        8:15 o'clock a.m.)
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          4       MR. BELL:  Good morning, ladies and gentlemen.

          5   My name is Kerry Bell, and I have the distinct

          6   pleasure and privilege of being a member of your

          7   Standards Council.

          8            I now declare that a quorum exists and

          9   convene the 2013 Association Technical Meeting.  To

         10   assist me here today is Linda Fuller of the NFPA

         11   staff who is serving as staff coordinator.  I'd

         12   also like to introduce Amy Beasley-Cronin,

         13   Secretary of the Standards Council; Jim Pauley,

         14   Chair of the Standards Council; and Marie Brodoff,

         15   NFPA General Counsel.  This session is being

         16   recorded by McCorkle Court Reporters of Chicago,

         17   Illinois.

         18            Now, first, let me address our safety

         19   issues.  Let's take a minute and note the exits in

         20   the room.  Please note that the nearest exit may be

         21   behind you.  Now that you've noted the closest exit

         22   to you, I would like to inform you that the

         23   emergency number on the house phones is extension

         24   6060 or by dialing 312-791-6060 from your cell
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          1   phone.  Do not call 9-1-1 or use the elevators.  If

          2   there is an emergency requiring evacuation, an

          3   announcement will be made over the public address

          4   system and, if necessary, horns and strobe lights

          5   will go off.  The fire alarm signal here is a long,

          6   slow whoop along with flashing strobe lights

          7   followed by a voice announcement.  More details can
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          8   be found under More CNE Information in the mobile

          9   app or on Page 4 of the Conference Guide.  If you

         10   are a person with a disability who has not already

         11   made arrangements with NFPA for emergency

         12   evacuation, please see someone at the registration

         13   desk just outside the ballroom.

         14            As with the organization, we have certain

         15   rules and protocols.  First, the use of video

         16   and/or audio recording devices of any type are not

         17   allowed during the Association Technical Meeting.

         18   I would like to call your attention to the Guide

         19   for the Conduct of Participants in the NFPA Codes

         20   and Standards Development process.  As a

         21   participant in the process, you should be familiar

         22   with this Guide.

         23            I would also like to call your attention

         24   to the NFPA Convention Rules which set forth the
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          1   process to be followed here today.  Copies of both

          2   documents are contained in the NFPA Standards

          3   Directory which is posted on the NFPA Web site with

          4   copies also available at the NFPA registration

          5   desk.

          6            The Certified Amending Motions comprising

          7   the agenda today will be taken in the order as

          8   printed in this salmon-colored handout entitled

          9   Annual 2013 NFPA Association Technical Meeting

         10   Certified Amending Motions.

         11            The primary regulations governing NFPA

         12   Codes of Standards Development process, including
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         13   processing of amending motions at the Association

         14   Technical Meetings, are the regulations.  These

         15   regulations are posted on the NFPA Web site and

         16   published in the NFPA Standards Directory.

         17            I would like to say a few words about the

         18   actions that you will hear today and also the

         19   voting procedures.  At this session, you are being

         20   asked to act on certain motions pertaining to

         21   Technical Committee reports.  The Technical

         22   Committee reports on three of the documents

         23   addressed today in NFPA 25, 130, and 502 can be

         24   found in the 2013 NFPA Annual Revision Cycle Report
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          1   on Proposals and Report on Comments which is the

          2   blue book.  NFPA 70 can be found in the 2013 NEC

          3   Annual Revision Cycle Report on Proposals and

          4   Report on Comments which is the peach book.

          5            Under Convention Rules, before a motion

          6   can be considered for action at this Association

          7   Technical Meeting, the intended maker of the motion

          8   must have filed a notice of intent to make a motion

          9   referred to as a NITMAM prior to the published

         10   deadline of April 5, 2013, for the Annual 2013

         11   Revision Cycle documents, and May 3, 2013, for the

         12   National Electrical Code.  These NITMAMS were

         13   reviewed by the Motions Committee appointed by the

         14   Standards Council Chair.  The Motions Committee

         15   certified those NITMAMS in compliance with the NFPA

         16   Rules as Certified Amending Motions published in
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         17   the final Motions Committee report on May 3, 2013,

         18   for the Annual 2013 Revision Cycle documents and

         19   May 17, 2013, for the National Electrical Code.

         20            Table A of this report, the salmon-colored

         21   handout, identify the Certified Amending Motions

         22   for consideration here today.  Only Certified

         23   Amending Motions together with certain allowable

         24   follow-up amending motions, that is, motions that
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          1   become necessary as a result of a successful

          2   Certified Amending Motion, will be allowed at this

          3   meeting.  There's a further requirement that a

          4   person must sign in to indicate that they are, in

          5   fact, here to pursue their motion.

          6            As a part of these procedures, statements

          7   for the record, that is, statements concerning

          8   Technical Committee actions for which no Certified

          9   Amending Motion or allowable follow-up motion is

         10   available are not permitted.

         11            In accordance with 4.6.10 of the

         12   regulations, if a quorum is challenged and found to

         13   be no longer present, which is a hundred members,

         14   the session will be terminated without further

         15   actions on the reports.  Any reports on documents

         16   that have not been acted on shall be forwarded

         17   directly to the Council without the recommendation

         18   of this meeting for action in accordance with 4.8

         19   of the regulations.  If a quorum is lost during the

         20   consideration of a report, any motions to amend or

         21   return that report that have passed prior to the
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         22   loss of the quorum will be processed and forwarded

         23   to the Council in accordance with 4.6 and 4.7 of

         24   the regulations.
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          1            Any appeal based on action by the

          2   Association at this meeting must be filed with the

          3   Standards Council within 20 days of this meeting,

          4   that is, by July 3, 2013.  Any amendment accepted

          5   at this meeting that fails to pass the subsequent

          6   Committee ballot, an appeal shall be filed no later

          7   than five days after the notice of the amendment

          8   ballot results are published in accordance with

          9   4.2.5 of the regulations.

         10            The results of an amendment ballot will be

         11   published typically within 10 to 30 days after the

         12   last day of the Association Technical Meeting.

         13   Note, however, that if an automatically docketed

         14   appeal is not pursued by a party, the Council need

         15   not consider it.

         16            The votes cast in this Association meeting

         17   today and the discussions that lead to that voting

         18   are an integral and important part of the NFPA

         19   consensus process.  The Association Technical

         20   Meeting is the forum where the membership considers

         21   changes to the reports prepared by the NFPA

         22   Technical Committees concerning proposed or revised

         23   NFPA Codes and Standards when such changes are

         24   pursued via Certified Amending Motions.
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          1            Through the motions debate and voting at

          2   this meeting, the membership makes recommendations

          3   to the Standards Council.  The Standards Council,

          4   under the NFPA Rules, is the official issuer of all

          5   NFPA Codes and Standards.  The majority vote of the

          6   members present here today is for the sole purpose

          7   of making a recommendation to the Standards Council

          8   on the disposition of the report.

          9            The Standards Council will meet on July 29

         10   through August 1, 2013, to make a judgment on

         11   whether or not to issue a document.  The Council's

         12   decision on document issuance is based upon the

         13   entire record, including the discussion and vote

         14   taken at this NFPA Association Technical Meeting.

         15            Limited review following action by the

         16   Standards Council may also be available through a

         17   petition to the Board of Directors.  Any such

         18   petition must be filed within 15 days of the

         19   Council action in accordance with the regulations

         20   governing petitions to the Board of Directors for

         21   decisions of the Standards Council.  The deadline

         22   for notice of such petition is August 16, 2013.

         23            With respect to the voting procedures, the

         24   regulations state that voting at the NFPA

�
                                                                        9

          1   Association Meeting shall be limited to the

          2   following:  First, those present who are voting
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          3   members of the Association, that is, those with red

          4   badges with "voting" on the top or green badges

          5   with "voting tech session only" across the top.  If

          6   you are not a voting member of the Association and

          7   registered at this meeting, I ask that you refrain

          8   from voting.  You need not be a member of an NFPA

          9   section in order to vote, but you must be a voting

         10   member of the Association.  Only voting members of

         11   record should be seated in the front areas of this

         12   room.  Those seated in the back areas will not be

         13   counted.

         14            Voting will be undertaken in the following

         15   manner:  There will be no voice votes, and the vote

         16   will be taken using an electronic voting device.  I

         17   want to say at the outset that I will not cast a

         18   vote; therefore, in the event of a tie vote, the

         19   issue automatically fails.

         20            Once a report and Certified Amending

         21   Motion is presented, it is open for discussion, and

         22   anyone in the room has the privilege of

         23   participating.  The Chair asks that you preface

         24   your remarks with your name and organization,
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          1   affiliation.  Now, let me repeat that.  Your name

          2   and organization affiliation should preface your

          3   remarks even if you have been to the microphone

          4   several times.  This is important because we are

          5   having the meeting transcribed for the record

          6   today.

          7            As you can see, we have red and green
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          8   signs on the mics in the room.  Red signs indicate

          9   opposition to the motion on the floor and green

         10   signs indicate support for the motion on the floor.

         11   I would also ask that you stand at the mic and

         12   state at the beginning of your remarks whether or

         13   not you support or oppose the motion on the floor.

         14            Now a couple of things to note during the

         15   floor debate today.  First, please be aware that no

         16   one participating in the floor motions in debate at

         17   this meeting is authorized to act as an agent or

         18   speak on behalf of NFPA; and the views expressed

         19   during motions and debate, including those

         20   expressed on behalf of NFPA Technical Committees or

         21   operating within the NFPA system, do not

         22   necessarily reflect the views of NFPA.

         23            Second, a note about the NFPA sections.

         24   From time to time, a Chair or other representative
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          1   of an NFPA section may rise during the debate to

          2   state the position of an NFPA section on a motion

          3   that is under consideration.  NFPA sections are

          4   groups of NFPA members organized around particular

          5   subjects such as the electrical, fire service or

          6   healthcare sections.

          7            Under the regulations governing NFPA

          8   sections, a section may take a position on an issue

          9   on the floor of the Association Technical

         10   Committee.  The position of a section does not

         11   necessarily reflect the views of all section
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         12   members.  Rather, a section may state a position on

         13   the floor if the majority of the section members

         14   attending the section meeting have approved that

         15   position and there are at least 25 votes cast at

         16   that section meeting.  But the position of a

         17   section is accorded no special status in the NFPA

         18   Codes and Standards Development process; and just

         19   as you would any other position expressed during

         20   the debates today, you, as voting members of the

         21   Association, may weigh and assess such positions as

         22   you deem appropriate.

         23            Given the size of the agenda and the

         24   amount of material we have to cover today, we're
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          1   going to start out with three minutes per speaker,

          2   but it is my plan to limit the time as appropriate

          3   in the event this becomes necessary.  When you have

          4   one minute remaining in your allotted time, you

          5   will hear a bell sound and a timer will appear on

          6   the middle screen to indicate that you have one

          7   minute remaining on your allotted time.  The Chair

          8   reserves the right to hear any new speaker before

          9   yielding the floor to anyone wishing to address the

         10   same issue a second time.

         11            Motions that are in order, the Certified

         12   Amending Motions, are contained in the

         13   salmon-colored handout entitled Annual 2013 NFPA

         14   Association Technical Meeting Certified Amending

         15   Motions which are available at the registration

         16   desk and at the back of the room today.  The
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         17   motions pertaining to the documents are contained

         18   on Pages 90 and 91 of the Annual Meeting Program.

         19            As previously stated, this meeting is

         20   conducted in accordance with NFPA Convention Rules

         21   that are available on the NFPA Web site and there

         22   are also copies at the NFPA registration desk.

         23            Upon completion of all action of all

         24   Certified Amending Motions related to an NFPA
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          1   document, the presiding officer will entertain any

          2   follow-up motions.  A follow-up motion is a motion

          3   that becomes necessary as a result of a previous

          4   successful amending motion.  A motion to return a

          5   document or return a portion of a document affected

          6   by a previous successful amending motion is always

          7   in order as a follow-up motion as long as it is not

          8   repetitious.  The presiding officer will make the

          9   determination as to whether a motion is a proper

         10   follow-up motion.  The maker of the motion shall be

         11   required to explain why it's a proper follow-up

         12   motion.  A follow-up motion shall require two

         13   seconders.

         14            Now before we begin today, I would like to

         15   address the electronic voting devices that you will

         16   be using.  The devices will record your support or

         17   lack thereof of a motion on floor.  There are a few

         18   rules that I need to make you aware of.  First, all

         19   voting members that were issued an electronic

         20   voting device are responsible for that device.
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         21   Each device has been linked to the voting member's

         22   name.  If the device is lost or broken, they will

         23   be held responsible for the replacement of the

         24   device.
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          1            Secondly, at no time can you hand off your

          2   device to anyone to input your vote.  Anyone found

          3   with multiple units will be asked to leave the

          4   Association Technical Session.

          5            Third, you must return your device to the

          6   NFPA staff manning the table at the back of the

          7   room as you leave the Association Session at the

          8   end of the day.

          9            Now what we're going to do here is test

         10   the electronic voting devices at this time.  So I'm

         11   going to ask you to vote on a motion, and I want

         12   you to vote either 1, in favor of the motion or 2,

         13   if you are opposed to the motion.  Then I will give

         14   you 10 seconds to vote, and then give you a

         15   5 second warning, and then I will let you know when

         16   the balloting is closed and we'll display the

         17   results here on this screen.  Are we ready?  Okay.

         18   Let's test the devices.

         19            The motion on the floor is to accept

         20   Comment 101-20.  Please record your vote as 1, in

         21   favor of the motion, or 2, opposed to the motion.

         22   Vote now.  5 seconds.

         23            Voting is now closed.  Close to 50, 50.

         24   Motion passes.  Very good.  This is a good start.
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          1   We got functional devices.  We tested both 1 and 2.

          2   So we're in good shape.

          3            The rules that we are operating under

          4   today are designed to improve the efficiency and

          5   equality of the Association Technical Meeting by

          6   eliminating the need to present uncontested

          7   documents and by giving you, the membership,

          8   advanced notice of the amending motions that are to

          9   be presented and by giving me, the presiding

         10   officer, greater discretion in managing debate to

         11   ensure that the issues are fully debated as

         12   possible in the available time.

         13            It is my hope and expectation that,

         14   together, we will make this Association Technical

         15   Meeting a success, and I thank you in advance for

         16   your cooperation, patience and, when we are done,

         17   your comments and suggestions for the future.

         18   Also, we will be taking comfort breaks as

         19   necessary.

         20            Now in regard to the agenda today, I want

         21   you to note there's been a few motions on NFPA 25

         22   that will not be pursued.  The maker of the motion

         23   has notified NFPA that they will not be pursued.

         24   Those are Motions 25-22 through 25-28.  Therefore,
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          1   were in accordance with the NFPA Rules, these

          2   motions will not be considered by the assembly and
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          3   are removed from the agenda.

          4            At this point before we begin the

          5   documents, I would like to introduce Jim Pauley and

          6   Amy Beasley-Cronin, who will present a Special

          7   Achievement Award and Committee Services Award.

          8       CHAIR PAULEY:  Thanks, Kerry.  Good morning.

          9   The Committee Service Award is given to a Technical

         10   Committee member for continuous and exemplary

         11   service on one or more committees over a

         12   substantial period of time and in recognition and

         13   appreciation of distinguished service to the NFPA

         14   and the development of NFPA Codes and Standards.

         15            I am pleased to present this award today

         16   to the following very deserving individuals.  I

         17   would like to ask Timothy Croushore to please join

         18   me here at the podium.

         19       MS. BEASLEY-SPENCER:  Tim Croushore of

         20   FirstEnergy Technologies in Greensburg,

         21   Pennsylvania, has served on the NEC Code-Making

         22   Panel 12 since 2005 as Chair.  In the past, he also

         23   served on Code-Making Panel 3 from '93 to '96;

         24   Panel 9 from '93 to 2005, and Chair from '98 to
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          1   2005; the Technical Correlating Committee on the

          2   NEC 1998; and the Technical Committee on Electrical

          3   Equipment Maintenance from '99 to 2008.

          4       CHAIR PAULEY:  Please join me on congratulating

          5   Tim on his service to NFPA.

          6                        (Applause.)
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          7       CHAIR PAULEY:  Our next three recipients of the

          8   Committee Service Award could not be with us today,

          9   but I would like to acknowledge and thank them for

         10   their service.

         11       MS. BEASLEY-CRONIN:  These members are

         12   Scott Cline of McMurtrey Electric, Incorporated, of

         13   Monterrey Park, California; William Drake of

         14   Actuant Electrical out of Fairfield, California;

         15   and Leslie Sabin-Mercado of San Diego Gas &

         16   Electric Company, San Diego, California.

         17       CHAIR PAULEY:  On behalf of the Standards

         18   Council, join me in a round of applause for these

         19   individuals.

         20                        (Applause.)

         21       CHAIR PAULEY:  This concludes the awards

         22   presentations for this morning.  We will continue

         23   from yesterday with our Association Technical

         24   Meeting.  Kerry?
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          1       MR. BELL:  Thank you, Jim and Amy.  The first

          2   report under consideration this morning is that of

          3   the Technical Correlating Committee for the

          4   National Electrical Code.  Here to present the

          5   panel report is Correlating Committee Chair,

          6   Michael Johnston of the National Electrical

          7   Contractors Association located in Bethesda,

          8   Maryland.

          9            The panel report can be found in the peach

         10   2013 Annual Revision Cycle NEC ROP and ROC.  The

         11   Certified Amending Motions are contained in the
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         12   Motions Committee report and behind me here on the

         13   screen.  We will proceed in the order the motion

         14   sequence is presented.

         15            We have several NEC chairs that will be

         16   stepping down due to tenure policy.  They are

         17   Scott Cline from Panel 6, Timothy Croushore from

         18   Panel 12, and Leslie Sabin-Mercado from Panel 19.

         19   Mr. Johnston?

         20       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair, and

         21   members of the Standards Council.  Before we start

         22   with our business today, I would just like to thank

         23   the members of the 19 Code-Making Panels on the NEC

         24   and their chairs for their commitment to the NEC
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          1   process.  It's been a pleasure working with you

          2   this Cycle.  I would also be remiss if I didn't

          3   recognize the outstanding work of my colleagues on

          4   the technical -- or the NEC Correlating Committee

          5   and their expertise.  So thank you for all your

          6   service.

          7            Mr. Chair, ladies and gentlemen, the

          8   report of the Correlating Committee for the

          9   National Electrical Code is presented for adoption

         10   and can be found in the NEC Report on Proposals and

         11   the NEC Report on Comments in the 2013 Annual

         12   Meeting Revision Cycle.

         13            The Correlating Committee in 19 NEC Panels

         14   have published a report consisting of partial

         15   revision of NFPA 70, the National Electrical Code.
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         16   The report was submitted to letter ballot of the

         17   Correlating Committee that consists of 12 voting

         18   members.  The ballot can be found on Pages 70-11 to

         19   70-1046 on the NEC Report of Proposals and

         20   Pages 70-12 through 70-460 of the Report on

         21   Comments.  The ballot results on each proposal and

         22   comment can also be found within the ROP and the

         23   ROC.

         24            The presiding officer will now proceed
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          1   with the Certified Amending Motions.  Mr. Chair.

          2       MR. BELL:  Thank you, Mr. Johnston.  I will

          3   proceed with Certified Amending Motions on NFPA 70.

          4   And I want to tell everybody for Motion Sequence

          5   Number 70-1, the maker of that motion has notified

          6   NFPA that they are not pursuing it.  So in

          7   accordance with the NFPA Convention Rules, we will

          8   be removing this from the agenda and moving on to

          9   Motion Sequence Number 70-2.

         10            Is there a motion on the floor related to

         11   Motion Sequence Number 70-2?  Microphone 3.

         12       MR. HOEVENAARS:  Good morning.  Tony Hoevenaars

         13   of Mirus International.  We're manufacturers of

         14   specialty transformers and harmonic filters.  I am

         15   the original submitter of Proposal 260.  I would

         16   like to make a motion to reject Comment 2-33.

         17       MR. BELL:  So the motion on the floor is to

         18   reject Comment 2-33.  Is there a second?

         19       A VOICE:  Second.

         20       MR. BELL:  Please proceed.  I hear a second.
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         21       MR. HOEVENAARS:  Thanks.  This comment requests

         22   that the proposal be rejected to correlate with

         23   Panel 9's action on the related Proposal 9-142, and

         24   that was reviewed by that panel.  This comment was
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          1   made, however, before I had an opportunity to

          2   defend the other proposal with Panel 9.

          3            After successfully defending that

          4   proposal, Panel 9 accepted it with some wording

          5   revisions.  Furthermore, I did provide suitable

          6   back-up information to support the proposal which

          7   Panel 9 ultimately accepted.  There's no violation

          8   of the NFPA Patent Policy because the proposal only

          9   offers an alternative means without restricting

         10   other methods of meeting the Code requirements.

         11            The proposal requests an exception to the

         12   Code item that will allow a uniquely wound auto

         13   transformer to be used in place of an isolation

         14   transformer.  Benefits of its use would include

         15   energy savings, smaller footprint, lower cost

         16   without sacrificing any safety and while meeting

         17   the requirement of the Code.

         18            Therefore, I request that you vote to

         19   accept this motion to reject Comment 233 on the

         20   basis that it was addressed by Panel 9 at the ROC

         21   meeting.  Thank you.

         22       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston?

         23       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I would

         24   like to defer to the Chair of NEC Code-Making
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          1   Panel 2.  Mark Hilbert.

          2       MR. HILBERT:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

          3   Mark Hilbert, Chairman of Code-Making Panel 2 and

          4   also principal member representing the

          5   International Association of Electrical Inspectors.

          6   I'm speaking in favor of the motion on the floor.

          7            As noted by the submitter, this primarily

          8   was a correlation issue where Panel 2 had accepted

          9   comment -- excuse me, Proposal 2-60 unanimously

         10   during the ROP portion of the meetings and was

         11   referred to Panel 9 by opening the Panel 2.  We

         12   subsequently, as noted, rejected it based on

         13   Comment 2-33.  Panel 9 met after Code-Making

         14   Panel 2.  So for that reason, I would move to

         15   support it.

         16            As noted, there was some revision in the

         17   language, but I did not see any conflict between

         18   what was in 2-60 and what was accepted by

         19   Code-Making Panel 9.  And I have also spoken with

         20   the Chair of Code-Making Panel 9, and he is not in

         21   any disagreement with what I just said.

         22       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

         23       MR. BELL:  Is there any further discussion?

         24   Seeing no one at the microphone, we'll move to the
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          1   vote.  And the motion on the floor is to reject
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          2   Comment 2-33.  Please press 1 if you're in favor of

          3   the motion and press 2 if you're opposed to the

          4   motion.  Vote now.  5 seconds.

          5            Voting is now closed.  Motion passes.

          6            Sequence Number 70-3 is the related

          7   motion.  So the action on 70-2 addresses that.

          8            The maker of the motion for 70-4 has

          9   notified NFPA they are not going to pursue that

         10   motion.

         11            So we're moving on to Motion Sequence

         12   Number 70-5.  Is there a motion related to 70-5?

         13       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         14   GBH International, for NAFRA, and I move to accept

         15   Comment 3-21.

         16       MR. BELL:  Motion on the floor is to accept

         17   Comment 3-21.  Is there a second?

         18       A VOICE:  Second.

         19       MR. BELL:  I hear a second.  Please proceed.

         20       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  This

         21   is not a formal issue.  This is a technical issue.

         22   I just want -- since I got up several times to

         23   discuss editorial and other issues associated with

         24   definitions.
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          1            Back in 1981 by decision 80-60 of the

          2   Standards Council, the Standards Council decided

          3   that Committee NFPA 90A on Air Conditioning has

          4   jurisdiction over combustible plenums.  Then later

          5   on in 2003, Jim Carpenter, the Chair of the

          6   National Electrical Technical Correlating
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          7   Committee, appealed to the Standards Council and

          8   asked for that decision to be overturned, and the

          9   Standards Council reaffirmed the decision.

         10            I want to point out a couple of the notes

         11   from that decision.  Council understands the

         12   difficulty imposed to NEC project in professing

         13   revisions concerning cable and air-handling spaces

         14   prior to the subject being fully addressed by 90A.

         15            Bottom line, the CMP, should it decide to

         16   participate in the development of revisions to 90A

         17   through the submittal of proposal and comment to

         18   90A, formal issuance of the addition to 90A, NEC

         19   can make any necessary correlating changes.

         20            Then as a result of that, a Standards

         21   Council appointed a representative from the NEC TCC

         22   to 90A.  90A incorporated this requirement that

         23   we're talking about today into the 2009 edition.

         24   The rationale by 90A for that requirement, and I'm
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          1   going to point that out back in the 2008 ROP, was

          2   that this actually represents the intent to

          3   eliminate all wiring cable which is not directly

          4   associated with the air distribution system.  This

          5   action will require installers to -- other than

          6   those direct cables (undistinguishable) -- other

          7   than with the air distribution system around, not

          8   through the duct will prohibit a wire cable within

          9   the duct (phonetic).

         10            The rationale given by CMP 3 in the ROP
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         11   and the ROC are inconsistent.  In the ROP, they

         12   said that you can use other means.  In the ROC,

         13   they said that, in fact, they agree that 90A has

         14   jurisdiction, but 4 feet is not enough.

         15            The bottom line is there is a need for a

         16   little bit of cable, a very little bit of cable,

         17   and that's why the 4 feet limitation to be able to

         18   put cables in there as long as they're associated

         19   with the air distribution system, and that's why

         20   I'm asking for the assembly to support this motion.

         21   Thank you very much.

         22       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston.

         23       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I would

         24   like to defer to the Designated Chair of Panel 3
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          1   and Member Panel 3, Mark Ode.

          2       MR. ODE:  Mark Ode, Underwriters Laboratories,

          3   speaking against the motion and in support of panel

          4   action.

          5            And I would like to point out that

          6   NFPA 90A does have jurisdiction over what goes into

          7   the -- into the duct work, especially a fabricated

          8   duct.  322B is dealing with what we call a

          9   fabricated duct which is different than if you have

         10   an air handling system or something such as that

         11   where it's not specifically fabricated.

         12            Over many, many years, Panel 3 has taken

         13   the position that we would not permit regular

         14   cables or plenum cables by themselves inside of the

         15   fabricated duct.  Many different issues with that.
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         16   There's dampers.  There's deflectors.  There's

         17   other issues within a duct, especially a fabricated

         18   duct, that can be a problem.  The cables -- you

         19   know, when the air conditioning comes on or the

         20   heating comes on, flaps inside of the duct work

         21   cause noise.  There's all kinds of issues with

         22   that.

         23            In the past, what the NFPA 90A said was

         24   that they would permit that.  But Panel 3 has
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          1   maintained that we take the more conservative

          2   approach, and that is if you want to install a

          3   cable inside a fabricated duct that you must

          4   provide a raceway or some kind -- a metal raceway,

          5   by the way, or some kind of metal flexible cable

          6   for that application.

          7            So I would urge the Association to support

          8   the panel in their position.  If there's an issue,

          9   we can deal with that with the NFPA 90A Committee

         10   between the 2014 Code Cycle and the 2017 Code

         11   Cycle.  So I urge the Association to not support

         12   this motion.  Thank you.

         13       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion?

         14   Microphone 3?

         15       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         16   GBH International, speaking for NAFRA and in

         17   support of the motion.  I was hoping not to have to

         18   come up again; but, unfortunately, I want to --

         19   need to address a couple of the points that
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         20   Mark Ode made.

         21            When the Standards Council looked at this

         22   issue first back in 1980 and then back again

         23   multiple times, in particular, in 2003, it did it

         24   as a result of a request by several people,
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          1   including myself at the time, that the National

          2   Electrical Code should be the authority having

          3   jurisdiction over plenum areas.  It decided that

          4   no, this jurisdiction should be by 90A.

          5            At that time, the issue was a different

          6   type of cable or still the same issue.  The

          7   National Electrical Code panels wanted to put

          8   cables that had higher fire safety requirements

          9   than the ones that 90A felt were needed.  And the

         10   Standards Council made it very clear that the

         11   authority and the technical understanding of fire

         12   properties of cable was revised in 90A.

         13            What 90A is asked -- and I'm a member of

         14   90A.  What 90A is saying is that you are allowed to

         15   put up to 4 feet throughout this area, up to 4 feet

         16   of cable, plenum cable that is directly associated

         17   with the air distribution system.  This is

         18   something that will significantly help those

         19   installers to not have to go through outside and

         20   all that.  And this has been, as I said, in 90A for

         21   two editions already.  Please support the motion.

         22   Thank you.

         23       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion?

         24            Mr. Johnston, any additional comments?
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          1       MR. JOHNSTON:  No additional comments,

          2   Mr. Chair.

          3       MR. BELL:  All right.  With that, we'll move to

          4   the vote, and the motion on the floor is to accept

          5   Comment 3-21.  Please press 1 if you're in favor of

          6   the motion, and 2 if you're opposed to the motion.

          7   Vote now.  5 seconds.

          8            Voting is closed.  Motion fails.  (78 to

          9   171)

         10            The maker of the motion for Sequence

         11   Number 70-6 has not signed in.  So in accordance

         12   with the NFPA Rules, we're going to remove this

         13   from the agenda and move on to the next motion.

         14            We're looking for a motion on Sequence

         15   Number 70-7.  Microphone 2.

         16       MR. CROUSHORE:  Mr. Chairman, thank you very

         17   much.  My name is Timothy M. Croushore.  I work for

         18   FirstEnergy.  I represent the electric utility

         19   industry to the Edison Electric Institute.  I'm the

         20   Chair of the National Electrical Code-Making Panel

         21   12, and I've been authorized by the individuals

         22   submitting the NITMAMS to move these CAMs and speak

         23   upon the issue.

         24            I move that the Association support the
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          1   Certified Amending Motions -- or support Certified
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          2   Amending Motion 70-7, 8, 9, and 10 to reject

          3   Comments 6-4, 6-5, 6-6, 6-7 which has been

          4   consolidated for action as a single motion.

          5       MR. BELL:  Thank you, and you are a designated

          6   representative.  We've confirmed that.  We will

          7   make the motion as reject Comments 6-4 as

          8   representative of the other motions.

          9            Is there a second?

         10       A VOICE:  Second.

         11       MR. BELL:  I hear a second.  Please proceed.

         12       MR. CROUSHORE:  Thank you very much.  Since

         13   this issue was discussed in the Electrical section

         14   and there were no opposing views and the Electrical

         15   section voted unanimously, I'll keep this brief.

         16            To review briefly at the proposal stage,

         17   CMP 6 acted on Proposal 6-15 on Page 70-304 in the

         18   ROP.  The substantiation addressed an issue with

         19   wireways.  That would be Article 376 and

         20   Article 378.  It also affects auxiliary gutters.

         21   This issue basically requires the grouping of all

         22   phases of parallel conductors if a parallel set of

         23   conductors were used.  CMP 6 clarified the new text

         24   in the panel meeting action on the accepted
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          1   principle as only applying to conductors run in

          2   ferrous raceways or enclosures and added an

          3   informational note explaining the heating effects

          4   of failing to make such grouping where parallel

          5   conductors were employed.
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          6            At the comment stage, four almost

          7   identical comments were received.  These are 6-4,

          8   6-5, 6-6, and 6-7, and they can be found on

          9   Page 70-140 of the ROC.  The result of the action

         10   of comment stage was the rule was made applicable

         11   to all parallel conductor makeups whether or not a

         12   ferrous raceway was involved.

         13            We believe this new requirement directly

         14   conflicts with 300.3(B)(1) Exception, 300.5(I),

         15   Exception Number 2, and 300.20(B) which allows a

         16   safe installation of these conductors under the

         17   specific conditions of these sections.  We also

         18   believe this section conflicts with 392.20(C) --

         19   this is the cable tray area -- which requires a

         20   different grouping of conductors than discussed in

         21   the comment.  The comment requires just the phase

         22   conductors to be grouped in 392.20(C).  The phase

         23   conductors and grounding conductor or neutral have

         24   to be grouped.

�
                                                                       32

          1            This motion, if accepted, will return the

          2   wording of the 2014 NEC to what was accepted by

          3   CMP 6 during the proposal stage.  Thank you very

          4   much.  I recommend that the Association vote in

          5   support of this motion.

          6       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston?

          7       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I would

          8   like to defer to Designated Chair for Code-Making

          9   Panel 6, Michael Smith.

         10       MR. SMITH:  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
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         11   I am Michael W. Smith with National Electrical

         12   Contractors Association, alternate to the Chair

         13   Scott Cline of Panel 6, speaking against the

         14   motion.

         15            I am supporting the Panel statement here

         16   and substantiation that they put forth in an

         17   unanimous vote.  Regardless of the type of

         18   enclosure or raceway that you're putting your

         19   conductors into, you still have that heating

         20   effect.  The laws of physics don't change.  They do

         21   get enhanced when they are in a ferrous metal

         22   raceway.

         23            So the panel discussion was long, and they

         24   came to the final decision of eliminating the word
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          1   "ferrous metal".  I support that and hope that we

          2   would vote against this motion on the floor.  Thank

          3   you.

          4       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

          5       MR. BAIRD:  Yes.  Good morning.  Robert Baird,

          6   Independent Electrical Contractors Association

          7   speaking on behalf of the Electrical section.  At

          8   our meeting on Tuesday, the Electrical section

          9   voted to support this motion.

         10       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion?

         11   Microphone 1, sorry.

         12       MR. ODE:  Mark Ode, Underwriters Laboratories,

         13   speaking against this motion.

         14            And, you know, I kind of flip-flopped and
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         15   I know that that's not something that happens very

         16   often in politics; but, again, at the Electrical

         17   section, I decided not to oppose this and then I

         18   thought better about it.

         19            This is something that's a very serious

         20   application.  And this first came to my attention

         21   about six years ago when somebody called me and

         22   told me that they had done a thermal scan and also

         23   an ampacity scan or report on an installation that

         24   he had done where they had ten different parallel
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          1   conductors per phase and a group of four

          2   conductors, obviously the A, B, C, and the neutral,

          3   and an auxiliary gutter.  And when he first

          4   installed it, he put all of phase A in, and then he

          5   put all of phase B in, et cetera.  And upon doing

          6   an ampacity test on these, he found that some of

          7   the conductors, the 500 kcmil conductors, which

          8   were good for 380 amperes, were only carrying

          9   70 amperes.  Others were carrying in excess of

         10   500 amperes.  And the conductor insulation

         11   obviously could not withstand that when the

         12   conductors was only good for 380 amperes.

         13            The issue was the way it was installed.

         14   So if I have an auxiliary gutter, a metal wireway

         15   or nonmetallic wireway, then if somebody does not

         16   install those conductors grouped together, then you

         17   can have this anomaly happen and it can be a very

         18   dangerous situation.

         19            As far as the cable tray issue is
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         20   concerned in Article 392, this does not apply.  It

         21   says, "enclosures or raceways", and certainly the

         22   cable tray is not a raceway.  So even though we

         23   have the same issue with cable trays, we group the

         24   conductors with cable trays, A, B, C, neutral, A,
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          1   B, C, neutral.

          2            So, again, this is an issue.  A couple

          3   days of ago, I thought, well, we can wait until the

          4   2017 Code to do this, but I think it's an issue

          5   that we should have in 310.10 now.  And, you know,

          6   the issue about 300.3(B)(1) Exception where you

          7   have parallel nonmetallic raceways installed

          8   underground can be dealt with as either a TIA or

          9   something, you know, that's between the 2014 and

         10   2017 Code.  I think this is a very, very important

         11   issue, and I think it's something that needs to be

         12   addressed, and we should do it now.  Thank you.

         13       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 2.

         14       MR. WALL:  Carl Timothy Wall, Edison Electric

         15   Institute, also a member of Panel 6.

         16       MR. BELL:  Speaking for the motion?

         17       MR. WALL:  And I speak in support of the

         18   motion.

         19            I do think Panel 6 acted a little hasty.

         20   I'm on Panel 6.  I think there is some confusion

         21   factors that we didn't consider when we took this

         22   action.  The term "grouping" can be confusing, and

         23   Mark spoke to the exception that we have for the
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         24   parallel conductors.  When you speak about
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          1   raceways, that can be metal enclosures.  It can be

          2   conduits, metal conduits, PVC conduits.  And I

          3   don't think the panel was specific enough with the

          4   terms that we used in the language; and, therefore,

          5   I speak in support of the motion.

          6       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

          7       MR. MERCIER:  Dave Mercier with Southwire

          8   Company.  I'm speaking in support of the motion.

          9   I'm also on Panel 6 and I think the panel did

         10   handle this a little hastily.  We got issues we

         11   need to address.

         12            Having a ferrous raceway was what this was

         13   specifically addressing.  And now that it's

         14   expanded, we've got issues with installation.  So I

         15   think we really need to spend a Cycle hashing it

         16   out.  So I'm speaking for the motion.

         17       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Anyone else want to

         18   speak to this issue?  Any additional comments,

         19   Mr. Johnston?  I'm sorry, Microphone 2.

         20       MR. CROUSHORE:  Thank you very much,

         21   Mr. Chairman.  Timothy M. Croushore, FirstEnergy,

         22   Chairman of Code-Making Panel 12.  I'll give you

         23   the long version now since we wanted to discuss

         24   this at the Association.
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          1            The first problem with the final text is

          2   it's too broad and not based on a sound problem

          3   with nonmetallic raceways and cables.  It's

          4   certainly true that separating phase conductors

          5   into parallel groupings by phase will increase the

          6   impedes (phonetic) with the circuit.  However, in

          7   order to have heating, there has to be eddy current

          8   circulating the raceway or enclosure and heating

          9   caused by hysteresis loss in the enclosing raceway

         10   or enclosure.  This can only be true if the raceway

         11   or enclosure has magnetic properties.  Impedes

         12   (phonetic) alone does not rise to a safety issue

         13   and in the fact it has been routinely employed in

         14   large service applications as a method to add the

         15   impedes (phonetic) and reduce the available fault

         16   current.  As such, the design should be allowed and

         17   is therefore not prohibited by the NEC.  We

         18   recognize the issue with wireways and auxiliary

         19   gutters.

         20            But the second problem with the final text

         21   is that it creates a direct conflict with NEC

         22   Section 300.5(I) Exception Number 2 which

         23   specifically permits underground isolated phase

         24   installations provided the wires would be run in
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          1   close proximity in accordance with 300.20(B).

          2   Section 300.20(B) only applies to those circuits

          3   passing through metals with magnetic properties.

          4   This rule is then followed by an informational note

          5   that bears repeating at this meeting.
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          6            The informational note goes as follows:

          7   Because aluminum is not a magnetic material, there

          8   will be no heating due to hysteresis; however,

          9   induced currents will be present.  There will not

         10   be sufficient magnitude to require grouping of

         11   conductors or special treatment in passing

         12   conductors through aluminum wall sections.

         13            If the effects of passing ungrouped

         14   conductors through aluminum enclosures are trivial

         15   as mentioned in the informational note, then

         16   consider a customary, the isolated phase

         17   installations conflicted by CMP 6 during the

         18   comment stage.  We're usually talking about

         19   separate PBC or RTRC raceways that are arrived in

         20   the concrete pit underneath a large switch gear.

         21   In other words, we are talking about circuit

         22   conductors that aren't passing through aluminum,

         23   but polymeric material and air.

         24            If the passage through aluminum enclosures
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          1   is expressly sanctioned by 300.20(B), then the

          2   associated informational note -- then the

          3   nonmetallic raceway entry would not cause the

          4   serious problem either.

          5            The informational note of 300.20(B) has

          6   been in the NEC for over 50 years.  The isolated

          7   phase provision has been in the Code for 30 years

          8   since the 1984 Cycle.  Acceptance of this motion

          9   will return the language to a form that does not
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         10   raise internal Code conflicts and threaten an

         11   established trade practice.  Thank you.

         12       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 1.

         13       MR. ODE:  Mark Ode, Underwriters Laboratory,

         14   speaking against the motion.  This doesn't have

         15   anything whatsoever to do with hysteresis loss and

         16   the induction in a ferrous metal enclosure.

         17            What this is dealing with is the magnetic

         18   lines of flux cancellation of phase conductors, and

         19   it doesn't matter if it goes into a PVC or a steel

         20   or aluminum enclosure.  The issue is still the

         21   same.  I need to make sure that those conductors

         22   are grouped.

         23            So going back to 300.5(I) and the

         24   exception, we specifically, in Panel 3, put that to
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          1   get the wording together in such a way so that if

          2   you're going to install those conductors, for

          3   example, in a direct burial application, that you

          4   group those conductors together for the same reason

          5   that we're trying to do it here.  It has nothing to

          6   do with 300.22(B) where you're going up inside, for

          7   example, some kind of ferrous metal enclosure.

          8   That's where you're coming from an underground

          9   application and going up into a ferrous metal

         10   enclosure.

         11            So an aluminum enclosure, again, that's

         12   not an issue based on 320(B).  But the whole issue

         13   is not whether or not it's going into a ferrous

         14   metal enclosure or nonferrous, it's putting the
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         15   conductors together so that they cancel out.  If I

         16   have lines of flux that are cancelled and I get

         17   zero for each one of those groupings, A, B, C,

         18   neutral, then we'll have the appropriate amount of

         19   current on each one of the conductors, and that's

         20   what we're looking for.

         21       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion

         22   on the floor?  Any additional comments,

         23   Mr. Johnston?

         24       MR. JOHNSTON:  I have no additional comments,
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          1   Mr. Chair.

          2       MR. BELL:  Move to vote.  The motion on the

          3   floor is to reject Comment 6-4 -- reject Comment

          4   6-4.  Please press 1 if you're in favor of the

          5   motion and 2 if you're opposed to the motion.  Vote

          6   now.  5 seconds.

          7            Voting is closed.  Motion passes.  (140 to

          8   118).

          9            We'll move to the next sequence, 70-11.

         10       MR. HOLUB:  Richard Holub.  I move that we

         11   accept Certified Amending Motion 70-11 thereby

         12   accepting Comment 6-36.

         13       MR. BELL:  The motion on the floor is to accept

         14   Comment 6-36.  Is there a second?

         15       A VOICE:  Second.

         16       MR. BELL:  I hear a second.  I do want to point

         17   out here that if this motion passes, we will not

         18   entertain a motion on Motion Sequence Number 70-7
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         19   because this action would render it moot.  So

         20   please proceed.

         21       MR. HOLUB:  Thank you.  The original comment --

         22       MR. BELL:  I'll repeat that because I think I

         23   may have misspoke.  I wanted to point out that if

         24   this motion passes, we will not entertain a motion
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          1   on Motion Sequence Number 70-12 because this action

          2   on 70-11 would render it moot.  So you need to make

          3   your arguments now on -- if you want to move 70-12.

          4       MR. HOLUB:  Thank you.  This original Comment

          5   6-36 was written by Howard Herndon of the Southern

          6   Nevada IAEI, and I'm speaking on his behalf today.

          7            The original research that put this in the

          8   Code was conducted in Las Vegas, Nevada; and the

          9   City of Las Vegas doesn't even accept the language

         10   currently in the Code forcing additional de-ration

         11   and ampacities of rooftop conductors.

         12            Southern Nevada IEAI conducted additional

         13   original research at the direction of this

         14   Committee to demonstrate whether or not we have

         15   real-world examples of conductors without failures.

         16   And, in fact, they found that the temperatures

         17   inside the documented evidence and the documented

         18   research they did didn't even approach the

         19   temperatures measured in the research that put this

         20   language in the Code.  So there was no correlation

         21   between what we found in real life, Southern

         22   Nevada, you know, Las Vegas installations, and the

         23   testing that was done in someone's backyard.
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         24            So, in essence, they couldn't duplicate
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          1   the results in the real world and, in fact, both

          2   this testing and testing by the American Chemistry

          3   Council showed that both with a 16-year-old

          4   installation and a 40-year-old installation, there

          5   were absolutely no conductor insulation problems

          6   failed in the installations, and that was

          7   documented and submitted to the panel.

          8            The panel was so taken by this that the

          9   panel passed the Comment 6-14(A) to ask the

         10   Technical Correlating Committee to appoint an

         11   independent panel to address the de-rations

         12   required and, in fact, reverted the table values

         13   back to the 2011 language.  So we thought we were

         14   basically going back to 2011 language, or at least

         15   I did, and did not realize that we have still

         16   accepted this comment or this Proposal 6-31 which

         17   is furthering the de-ration from cables and

         18   raceways to cables period.  So tray cables now

         19   would be forcing this de-ration on tray cables.

         20            So I urge the body here to accept

         21   Certified Amending Motion 70-11 and thereby accept

         22   Comment 6-36.  Thank you.

         23       MR. BELL:  Thank you, Mr. Johnston?

         24       MR. JOHNSTON:  Yes.  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I
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          1   would like to once again defer to Designated Chair

          2   for Code Panel 6, Michael Smith, please.

          3       MR. SMITH:  Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

          4   Michael W. Smith, alternate to the Chair

          5   Scott Cline on Panel 6 and in association with the

          6   National Electrical Contractors Association.  I

          7   speak against this motion.

          8            In reviewing the panel statement and all

          9   the documentation from 2008 and 2011, I can

         10   definitely tell you that the Code panel meeting

         11   itself and discussion was very long on this.  We

         12   have numbers bouncing all over the place and are

         13   looking for some better information which is why we

         14   requested some sort of task group to actually take

         15   on this issue.

         16            Relating it back to the 2011 in hopes of

         17   having some information come about throughout the

         18   next three years to the 2017, we don't see that

         19   there's an issue of any conflict, nor will it

         20   impose any other undue problems that we don't

         21   already see with the 2008 and 2011 Code the way

         22   it's written.  The table, just totally to take it

         23   out.  They didn't feel that was a judicial

         24   movement.  So we just decided to leave it as is and
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          1   hope they get the support of this body to reject

          2   this motion.  Thank you.

          3       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.

          4       MR. KOVACIK:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I am
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          5   John Kovacik, Underwriters Laboratories.  I'm a

          6   member of the Correlating Committee and also of

          7   Panels 12 and 13, and I speak against the motion on

          8   the floor.

          9            Now Mr. Dave Deeney, a well-respected

         10   colleague of mine who works in UL's Research

         11   Department was unfortunately not able to be here

         12   today, but Dave was heavily involved in the

         13   activity that led to the table in question being

         14   put into the Code in the last Cycle.  He was

         15   involved in a fact-finding investigation that

         16   supported the inclusion of this table into the

         17   Code.

         18            Since Dave is not able to be here, he and

         19   I have conferred on this subject, and I have some

         20   prepared remarks that I would like to offer on his

         21   behalf and the Research Department of UL.

         22            The 2011 NEC requires for circular

         23   raceways exposed to sunlight on rooftops, an

         24   adjustment temperature be added to the outdoor
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          1   temperature when determining ambient temperature

          2   and associated correction factors for calculating

          3   the ampacity of conductors.  This adjustment

          4   temperature added for circular raceways exposed to

          5   sunlight on rooftops is to account for solar

          6   heating and is needed to assure that no conductor

          7   is used in a manner such that its operating

          8   temperature exceeds that for which it is designed.

          9            In preparing for the 2011 NEC, a proposal
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         10   was submitted to include cables into the scope of

         11   this requirement.  Although supporting

         12   documentation included a report of testing with

         13   MC cables, the Code Panel chose to reject this

         14   proposal since the term "cables" was too general

         15   and that testing was insufficient since only

         16   MC cable on a single site was tested.  Some of the

         17   Code Panel members also noted the need for a more

         18   comprehensive research project to determine the

         19   effects of sunlight on wiring systems in general

         20   when installed on rooftops.

         21            In response to this request by the Code

         22   Panel, Mr. Travis Lindsey of Travis Lindsey

         23   Consulting Services requested UL to conduct a

         24   fact-finding investigation to provide technical
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          1   data and other pertinent facts regarding the safety

          2   aspects of installing raceways and cables to direct

          3   sunlight on or above rooftops.  That investigation

          4   included tests on 17 different types and sizes of

          5   wiring systems, each of which were installed at

          6   four different elevations above the roof at an

          7   outdoor test facility.

          8            In addition to temperature measurements on

          9   the wiring systems conductors, outdoor ambient

         10   temperature, wind speed, solar irradiance were also

         11   recorded during the summer months of 2011.  By

         12   calculating the difference between the temperature

         13   on the wiring system conductors and the outdoor
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         14   ambient temperature during the period of peak solar

         15   irradiance during the selected days of full sun,

         16   inferences could be made about the effects of solar

         17   heating on these wiring systems.

         18            Of statistical analysis, the data also

         19   provided insights on how solar heating affects

         20   wiring systems in general when installed on or

         21   above the rooftop.

         22            For that reason, UL supports the continued

         23   inclusion of the table in question in the NEC and

         24   the requirements for wiring systems exposed to
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          1   sunlight on rooftops in the NEC.  Thank you,

          2   Mr. Chairman.

          3       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 5.

          4       MR. SIMMONS:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  My name

          5   is Phil Simmons, Simmons Electrical Services, and I

          6   rise to speak against the motion and encourage that

          7   this body support the Code Panel.

          8            I'd just like to remind you, on Page 156

          9   of the ROC, the Code Panel statement said that

         10   there's been a lot of very persuasive data that's

         11   been submitted to the Committee over the years and

         12   that the Committee did not feel it appropriate to

         13   just simply remove this table from the Code as what

         14   the commenter requests.

         15            I thought quite a bit about this recently,

         16   and I think it's really a pretty simple issue.  If

         17   you look at the definition in Article 100 of the

         18   NEC on ampacity, it says, It's the maximum current
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         19   that a conductor can carry safely under the

         20   conditions of use.

         21            And over the years, we've done a lot of

         22   things in the National Electrical Code to try to

         23   protect the conductor from excessive temperatures

         24   because we know that heat is the enemy of
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          1   electrical systems.  And we try to protect the

          2   conductors from excessive temperatures in

          3   Table 310.16(B) -- or 15(B)16 by limiting the

          4   amount of current the conductor can carry because

          5   excessive current through the conductor creates

          6   heat and will damage the installation systems, and

          7   we know that's not good.

          8            Other steps that we take including

          9   de-rating for excessive ambient temperatures,

         10   de-rating for excessive current carrying conductors

         11   in the same raceway or cable without adequate

         12   spacing, and we can't really deny that there is a

         13   lot of excessive heat that's generated through

         14   sunlight absorption into raceway systems exposed on

         15   the roof.  I mean, we simply can't deny that that

         16   happens.

         17            You ask any journeyman electrician to pick

         18   up a piece of conduit that's been laying in the sun

         19   for any length of time and they know that they need

         20   to protect themselves against excessive heat.

         21            So I urge that the group support Code

         22   Panel 6 and reject the motion.

Page 42



         23       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 1.

         24       MR. MASERICK:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

�
                                                                       50

          1   John Maserick with IEC, speaking against the

          2   motion.  IEC does not support this motion and asks

          3   you to support the Code Panel and reject this

          4   motion.  Thank you.

          5       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.

          6       MR. LINDSEY:  Thank you.  Travis Lindsey,

          7   Travis Lindsey Consulting Services, Inc.  I'm

          8   speaking against the motion.

          9            We began this research for the purpose of

         10   establishing temperatures.  Thirteen years ago, if

         11   you looked at the Code, it would still say that one

         12   must adjust for the temperature of the conditions

         13   that are imposed.  And when we say those

         14   conditions, we didn't only study conductors above

         15   rooftops.  We were studying temperatures of

         16   conductors in wall spaces and other places.

         17            So the entire thrust of this research was

         18   simply to establish what is that real temperature.

         19   Until that time that it was published, there was no

         20   information that an engineer could use to describe

         21   what his system was.  There was no information

         22   about a rooftop, no information about the

         23   temperature above rooftops.  We thought in doing

         24   it, at least in the last two Code Cycles, that we
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          1   should have learned people oversight for our

          2   research.

          3            So we decided to hire UL and have UL do a

          4   complete fact-finding investigation on methods and

          5   methodologies.  UL set up a team of people that

          6   designed the research project and then provided

          7   oversight for the research project, then assisted

          8   in the collection of data for the research, and

          9   then wrote the report.

         10            So I guess what I'm saying here is we did

         11   everything right, and we don't think that the other

         12   research projects had that kind of coverage.  They

         13   didn't have third-party oversight.  They had very

         14   few samples, very limited in their scope.  And

         15   although I appreciate that other people do research

         16   and that they should do research, the results of

         17   those research projects and ours are not

         18   well-communicated.  Theirs don't correlate to ours

         19   because there are differences in the way they

         20   collected data and the make-up of the project and

         21   that there was no oversight.

         22            So I would urge that you vote against the

         23   motion.  Thank you very much.

         24       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 5.
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          1       MR. MERCIER:  Yes, Dave Mercier with Southwire

          2   Company speaking against the motion, and I am on

          3   Panel 6, fully familiar with this.

          4            The table is very simple.  It simply --
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          5   and it's been in the Code.  It simply allows

          6   adjustment of temperatures to stay within the

          7   cable's operating temperature, maximum operating

          8   temperature.  So that is what the table is there to

          9   do.

         10            And with the third-party UL fact-finding

         11   research, research was done to confirm these

         12   temperatures were, in fact, correct and that the

         13   temperatures that -- the ambient temperatures that

         14   the conductors would operate within.

         15            With the study referenced before, there

         16   was a couple isolated instances and there wasn't

         17   enough data that I could find that we could find

         18   any correlation between the two.  The UL

         19   fact-finding study had a lot of data points,

         20   looking at all the impact, cloudy days versus

         21   noncloudy days and things like that on the impact

         22   on heating; and with the research that was provided

         23   by the proposer of this CAM, it was just isolated,

         24   and there was not enough data to correlate between
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          1   the two at all.

          2       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 2.

          3       MR. HOLUB:  Thank you.  Richard Holub,

          4   representing the American Chemistry Council

          5   speaking again in favor of the motion since I made

          6   it.

          7            I would like to address some of the points

          8   brought out this morning.  To start with, you know,
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          9   I have been involved in this panel, on Panel 6

         10   since this language was first brought up and the

         11   research first brought up.  In fact, what we've

         12   done is redefine ambient temperature based on a

         13   test done in a backyard on conduit where we had

         14   plugged the ends of the conduit with cotton so air

         15   can't flow through the conduit.  So surprisingly,

         16   it gets hot inside the conduit.  What we've done is

         17   redefine that as the ambient temperature.

         18            I completely agree that UL has done a

         19   fact-finding report on this and has verified the

         20   installation, but we've in no way showed any

         21   correlation between the test method done in the

         22   backyard with conduit with cotton plugs in each end

         23   and an actual real-life installation where we don't

         24   have such cotton plugged in the ends and air can
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          1   flow from the conduit to the enclosure or to the

          2   disconnect switch.  There's no limit on air flow

          3   through the conduit.

          4            We've not demonstrated any current flow

          5   through any of these conductors.  We've simply

          6   plugged the conduit and proven that the temperature

          7   gets hot inside the conduit.

          8            6-14(A), the comment that the panel put

          9   together at the end which reverted back to the 2011

         10   language I fully supported as did most of the rest

         11   of the panel fully support that.  And if we were

         12   doing that and holding fast on 2011 language, I

         13   wouldn't be here before you.
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         14            I'm here before you because in

         15   Proposal 6-31, we're now expanding these

         16   requirements from circular raceways to cables.  So,

         17   yes, we're holding fast on the values in the table,

         18   but we're expanding it now to cables and not just

         19   circular raceways.  And I think that's a mistake.

         20            I think this panel should look at it and

         21   they should go back and show a correlation between

         22   the testing done and actual real-life examples.

         23   Thank you.

         24       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 5.
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          1       MR. LINDSEY:  Thank you very much.

          2   Travis Lindsey, Travis Lindsey Consulting Services

          3   again.  I'm speaking against the motion.

          4            I would just like to clarify a few things

          5   about the tests.  The first several years of

          6   testing, we had no plugs in the conduit.  There was

          7   no cotton in the conduit.  It was per UL's request

          8   that we do that because it was their laboratory

          9   standard to insert something that would limit the

         10   air flow, not restrict it.  So the cotton is there

         11   simply so that we don't get a wafting of air which

         12   would also not be realistic in real-world

         13   conditions.

         14            Secondly, cables by definition are

         15   plugged.  They don't have air flow.  So the numbers

         16   that were received on the research for cables is

         17   accurate.  It doesn't address the conduit issue
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         18   anyway.  I speak against the motion.

         19       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 2.

         20       MR. HOLUB:  Again, Richard Holub, American

         21   Chemical Council in support of the motion.

         22            I'd argue after 40 years of installed

         23   conditions, actually carrying current in a conduit

         24   on a rooftop, if we were going to see failures, if
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          1   we were going to see installation degradation, we

          2   would have seen it.  Tray cables have been

          3   installed in sunlight for decades.  We don't have

          4   the failures.

          5            So I just challenge us to be reasonable

          6   about this and look at the installed base versus

          7   the backyard test.  That's all.  I urge you to

          8   support this Certified Amending Motion.

          9       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion

         10   on the floor?  Mr. Johnston, any additional

         11   comments?

         12       MR. JOHNSTON:  I have no additional comments,

         13   Mr. Chair.

         14       MR. BELL:  Let's move to the vote, and the

         15   motion on the floor is to accept Comment 6-36.

         16   Please press 1 if you're in favor of the motion,

         17   and 2 if you're opposed to the motion.  Vote now.

         18   5 seconds.

         19            Voting is closed.  The motion fails.

         20   (115 to 131)

         21            So we'll move to the next sequence which

         22   is 70-12.  Is there a motion on the floor related
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         23   to Sequence Number 70-12?  Microphone 3.

         24       MR. LINDSEY:  Travis Lindsey, Travis Lindsey
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          1   Consulting Services, Inc., speaking for the motion.

          2       MR. BELL:  Okay.  Let's get the motion on the

          3   floor first.  What's your motion?

          4       MR. LINDSEY:  I'm sorry.  My motion is to

          5   reject Comment 6-37.

          6       MR. BELL:  There's a motion on the floor to

          7   reject Comment 6-37.  Is there a second?

          8       A VOICE:  Second.

          9       MR. BELL:  I hear a second.  Please proceed.

         10       MR. LINDSEY:  Yes, I would like to start by

         11   saying that the NEC system of regulations includes

         12   ratings for raceways, ratings for conductors,

         13   ratings for enclosures, ratings for many of the

         14   devices and conductors that we use.  That system of

         15   regulations identifies temperature ratings for

         16   insulations, 60 degrees, 75 degrees, 90 degrees,

         17   105 degrees, and places limitations on those

         18   insulation ratings.

         19            The exception here would accept XHHW-2 in

         20   one formulation only to be an exception to the

         21   rules for rooftop temperature de-rating.  The

         22   problem with that is that only one -- in the

         23   testing, only one formulation was used.  XHHW-2 can

         24   be made with EPR rubber.  It can be made with
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          1   several compounds that have not been tested.

          2            The testing that was done only tested one

          3   size conductor.  It was a Number 6.  The testing

          4   that was done in support of 6-37 was a mandrel test

          5   where they wind the wire around a very small piece

          6   of steel, put it in an oven, and then later take it

          7   off to see if there's any cracking and test the

          8   insulation rating.

          9            What it did not include could fill the

         10   room.  We have surge testing, bolted surge testing,

         11   current testing.  A lot of abrasion and other

         12   issues were not looked at in this testing.  It was

         13   a very minimized test.  And the test itself was

         14   initially run by General Cable and then duplicated

         15   in the lab at UL.  It was a single test.  It was

         16   not a fact-finding investigation.  It was not a

         17   complete investigation of the product.

         18            So to allow this exception is in advance

         19   of what it should be.  More testing should be done.

         20   We should wait until the next Cycle and let the

         21   Committee do their work with the overview of this

         22   and not install this exception in the Code at this

         23   time.  I'm speaking for the motion.  Thank you.

         24       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston?
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          1       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I would

          2   like to once again defer to the Designated Chair

          3   for Panel 6, Michael Smith, please.
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          4       MR. SMITH:  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

          5   Michael W. Smith, alternate to the Chair of Code

          6   Panel Number 6, Scott Cline, speaking against the

          7   motion and supporting the panel action here.

          8            In review of all the documentation that

          9   was submitted through the proposal and through the

         10   comment stages here, we're looking for something

         11   that we could actually get our arms around.  The

         12   wording that we wanted originally was "thermoset"

         13   by the Comment 6-37 from Ms. Christel Hunter, but

         14   the word "thermoset" seemed to think by the panel

         15   was too broad and wasn't a good clarity term for

         16   the installers and inspectors.

         17            Therefore, since the test was done on

         18   XHHW-2 which is a thermoset insulation, it doesn't

         19   matter.  It's insulation.  It doesn't matter what

         20   size conductor that it's wrapped around.  The

         21   insulation was part of the test.  That's what we're

         22   concentrating on here, what type of insulation will

         23   hold up better in high heat situations.

         24            The testing was done.  UL actually then
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          1   came back and reaffirmed that type of test.  The

          2   panel felt confident that that would hold up as an

          3   exception to the rule and keying in only on XHHW-2

          4   until further testing can be done on other types of

          5   insulation for high heat areas, then we can make it

          6   more broader in the 2017 Code.

          7            So I support the panel action and hope

          8   that this body would reject this motion.  Thank you
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          9   very much, Mr. Chairman.

         10       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

         11       MR. MERCIER:  Yes, I'm speaking for the motion

         12   and I am Panel 6, Dave Mercier with Southwire

         13   Company.  We make a lot of thermoset and

         14   thermoplastic insulations.  We make XHHW-2.

         15            My concern is we do make a specific

         16   product that is labeled XHHW-2 that has a

         17   thermoplastic jacket on it, single conductor,

         18   XHHW-2, and it would not survive this installation.

         19   I think a full fact-finding study would have picked

         20   up on things like that, and we could address that

         21   with a full fact-finding study rather than just a

         22   single test to show the difference between

         23   thermoplastic and thermoset.

         24            I think it's going to be misleading to the
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          1   installer.  This says XHHW.  We can use a lot of

          2   insulation on that and, as I said, some may not

          3   work.  And I don't have a full fact-finding study

          4   to look at to see what was fully evaluated to make

          5   sure my products or the installer could make sure

          6   the products they're installing works with this.

          7            So I'm speaking for the motion to remove

          8   this to limit confusion in the field and to make

          9   sure that we have a fact-finding study going

         10   forward to make sure there's no negative impact.

         11       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.

         12       MR. HOLUB:  Richard Holub, representing the
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         13   American Chemistry Council, and I am speaking

         14   against the motion.

         15            It's interesting that Mr. Lindsey would

         16   like a full fact-finding study to demonstrate that

         17   all possible variations in fillers and compoundings

         18   would not fail, yet we have not showed one single

         19   instance of a conductor failure in any of his

         20   testing.  So now we've done additional testing to

         21   show two different types of insulation actually

         22   neither one failing but the thermoset performing

         23   better, specifically the XHHW performing better

         24   than the thermoplastic, and we move for that
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          1   exception on that behalf; and now we want to do a

          2   full fact-finding study and delay this further.

          3            So I'm not sure why we're heading that

          4   way.  We haven't demonstrated any failures in the

          5   previous testing to date, and now we've

          6   demonstrated that this, in fact, doesn't fail, and

          7   it has been UL verified.

          8            I think that the Committee did the right

          9   thing by limiting it, the XHHW, because that was

         10   what was specifically tested.  I think the

         11   Committee was fine with that comment.  I think we

         12   should vote against this motion and in support of

         13   the panel.

         14       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

         15       MR. STRANIERO:  George Straniero, AMC Cable

         16   Systems, speaking in favor of the motion.

         17            The exception for XHHW-2 was approved
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         18   based on insufficient technical documentation.  A

         19   fact-finding investigation should have been

         20   provided to fully study the suitability of XHHW-2

         21   to be operated at elevated temperatures beyond that

         22   currently permitted by the NEC.  The technical data

         23   provided in support of the exception was limited.

         24   It does not represent all constructions of XHHW
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          1   that can be listed, but also does not present the

          2   supporting information on all the conditions that

          3   the conductor will be exposed to.

          4            This change to the Code is being made

          5   without benefit of the fact-finding investigation.

          6   Is a fact-finding investigation required for all

          7   the changes to the Code?  Of course not.  However,

          8   when many questions are left unanswered, a

          9   fact-finding investigation should be required.

         10            The testing provided in support of the

         11   exception was a heat shock test, as we heard

         12   before.  It's a mandrel test after heat aging.  The

         13   testing was performed on a single-size conductor.

         14   Question, what about other size conductors?  A

         15   single insulating material was used.  As we heard

         16   before, there's other materials that could be used.

         17   There's also other processes for producing that

         18   same type of insulation.  What about heat cycling?

         19   The conditions on the roof?  It's a wet location.

         20   There was no wet test performed on the conductors.

         21            There are many questions left unanswered,
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         22   and they should be identified and addressed by a

         23   fact-finding investigation.  This change was

         24   accepted by a margin of one vote.  Those voting
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          1   against the change all asked for a fact-finding

          2   investigation.

          3            If I haven't said it enough times and if

          4   people haven't said it enough times, we should

          5   require a fact-finding investigation before we

          6   approve this change.  Thank you.

          7       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.

          8       MR. BAIRD:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

          9   Robert Baird, Independent Electrical Contractors

         10   Association, speaking on behalf of the Electrical

         11   section.  At our meeting on Tuesday, the Electrical

         12   section voted to oppose this motion.

         13       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

         14       MR. SIMMONS:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  My name

         15   is Phil Simmons, Simmons Electrical Services, and I

         16   speak for the motion.

         17            I won't take up a lot of your time talking

         18   about the absence of a fact-finding study because

         19   that's been presented very eloquently already.  But

         20   in the discussion about this proposed exception and

         21   the composition of the XHHW conductor insulation,

         22   those much wiser or informed than myself said that

         23   I believe there are about 17 different compositions

         24   that are possible to make that conductor
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          1   insulation.  What was tested was only one of those.

          2            The other thing that's really unusual to

          3   me is that the proponents of this exception

          4   cherry-picked only one of the tests out of the UL

          5   standard; and with that test -- and perhaps it was

          6   because there just wasn't enough time to do a

          7   complete study on the effects of heat on this in

          8   various type of conductor installations which would

          9   include a wet location.  NEC has been very clear to

         10   point out that the inside of a conduit that's

         11   installed in a wet location is considered to be a

         12   wet location, yet there was no consideration given

         13   to that in the study.

         14            So just because this really just seems

         15   like it was rushed and it was only a very brief or

         16   small exposure or scientific study that was done,

         17   just a small piece of a more comprehensive study

         18   that should have been done, I really think that

         19   this should wait for further discussion.

         20            I do want to mention that the Correlating

         21   Committee apparently is putting together a task

         22   group for the next Code Cycle, and there will be a

         23   lot of study that will be done during the interim

         24   period that will look at this whole issue.  So the
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          1   better thing, I think the wiser thing for us to do

          2   is to reject Comment 6-37 and wait until we have

          3   more and better information on the issue.  Thank
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          4   you.

          5       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 1.

          6       MS. HUNTER:  Thank you.  My name is

          7   Christel Hunter.  I'm with General Cable and I'm

          8   speaking against the motion.

          9            I did submit both the proposal and the

         10   comment on this issue, and I will give you a little

         11   bit of history behind why we did it.

         12            The rooftop adders have been in the Code

         13   for a couple of cycles now, and they have gone

         14   through a lot of changes.  We've seen a lot of

         15   different testing done, a lot of different numbers.

         16   The effect of these adders is to significantly

         17   increase the size of the conductors particularly in

         18   places where I live which is Las Vegas.  So one of

         19   the things we looked for is a way to provide safe

         20   installation that is -- without having to double

         21   the size of the conductors.

         22            This actually came about because of a

         23   comment at the NFPA meeting where we accepted the

         24   2011 NEC.  One of the other wire manufacturers said
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          1   that the characteristics of thermoplastics, like

          2   THHN, were far less than the characteristics and

          3   capabilities of a crosslink polyethylene.  Well,

          4   that got us on the research -- onto research for

          5   different insulation types.

          6            Now for decades, we've had publications

          7   that tell us that thermoset materials like XHHW-2,
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          8   RHW-2 will perform better in high heat

          9   installations.  We have documentation from IEEE,

         10   from ICEA, Insulation Cable Engineers Association.

         11   We have standards out there that allow thermoset

         12   applications to operate up to 130 degrees C for up

         13   to hundred hours a year far exceed the temperatures

         14   that we see even in the testing that we submitted

         15   to Code Panel 6.

         16            So I came to Code Panel 6 with the

         17   proposal and said, well, we have a superior

         18   insulation.  We've had it in service for decades.

         19   We know that it performs better than other

         20   insulations like THHN.  Let's provide an exception

         21   because we know it will perform safely in this

         22   application.

         23            The Code Panel said this is good

         24   information, but we would like to see something
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          1   that is specifically targeted to the installation

          2   that we're looking at which is why General Cable

          3   went and did a test, a heat shock test which is a

          4   high temperature test under stress.  We saw a clear

          5   difference between thermoset and thermoplastic.

          6   Took those results, asked UL to do the same thing.

          7   They did that test along with a battery of tests

          8   that were recommended by UL.  They found the same

          9   difference.

         10            Thermoset performs much better.  There was

         11   absolutely no degradation to a thermoset insulation

         12   which was XHHW-2.  So we're confident that it will
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         13   perform safely and there will be no problems with

         14   this exception.  Please vote against the motion.

         15   Thank you.

         16       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

         17       MR. MERCIER:  Dave Mercier, Southwire Company,

         18   speaking for the motion.

         19            I just want to clarify one item.  This

         20   test was done to determine the ambient temperatures

         21   of operation of the equipment, the conductor.  It

         22   was not determined at what failure point or

         23   degradation point we would have.  It was simply to

         24   follow the Code to say that the conductors can't
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          1   operate higher than their maximum operating

          2   temperature.

          3            So there was no -- in the test, there was

          4   nothing to move toward failure at all.  It was just

          5   simply an ambient -- determine the proper ambient

          6   temperature.

          7            Also it was noted that you would have to

          8   upsize the conductors.  You don't have to upsize

          9   the conductors.  You can actually cover -- if it's

         10   a short distance, it would be more economical most

         11   likely to cover the raceway, the cable tray so it's

         12   not in direct sunlight.  So there are multiple ways

         13   to lower the ambient temperature rather than having

         14   to upsize the conductor.

         15            And it is true, under engineering

         16   supervision, referring to IEEE and other items like
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         17   that, thermoset conductors do operate at -- or are

         18   allowed to operate at 130 degrees C emergency

         19   operating temperature and actually a higher fault

         20   temperature.  So that's -- IEEE referenced ICEA.

         21   Those are all engineering documents.  And it would

         22   probably be better if this was -- had engineering

         23   supervision above it and have it limited to those

         24   types of installations rather than be allowed
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          1   anywhere.  Thank you.

          2       MR. BELL:  Microphone 1.

          3       MR. FRIEDMAN:  Sam Friedman from General Cable.

          4   Again I just want to --

          5       MR. BELL:  Speaking against the motion?

          6       MR. FRIEDMAN:  Speaking against the motion,

          7   yes, as indicated by 1.

          8            I wanted to talk to some of the comments

          9   made as far as the testing is concerned.  So I want

         10   to explain what has happened and what was done.

         11            We heard that the testing done -- and I'm

         12   referring to the testing done by Underwriters

         13   Laboratory as well as what Christel mentioned at

         14   General Cable.  We did the test at General Cable.

         15   It was true.  When that test was done, it was done

         16   on insulation by General Cable.

         17            However, we wanted to go further and

         18   verify it by a third party.  Went to UL for

         19   verification.  The samples that were selected were

         20   selected randomly off the warehouse shelf.  So it

         21   is not a single insulation.  It is multiple
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         22   insulations.  They were different, and they were

         23   selected by different manufacturers.  None of those

         24   selected by UL was General Cable.  It was other
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          1   manufacturers that the test was done to.

          2            The test is a heat shock test.  That is a

          3   normal UL test to determine the capability of

          4   insulations to perform under heat.  And what we

          5   want to demonstrate was whether, in fact, we can

          6   have a compromise on what we're talking about and

          7   that is using thermoset materials and how they will

          8   be affected by high temperature.

          9            It's true that a normal heat shock test is

         10   done when the cable is wrapped around a mandrel.

         11   In this case, we did it that way as well as

         12   wrapping it after putting it in heat.

         13            What we noticed, and as the panel has seen

         14   and in the report, the thermoset material performed

         15   a lot better than thermoplastic.  There was some

         16   cracking in thermoplastic especially when you put

         17   it in heat and then wrap it around a mandrel.

         18            So for that reason, what was shown, the

         19   panel went and in fact put this exception in; and,

         20   therefore, I believe we should be -- I am opposed

         21   to the motion and I think that's where the

         22   Committee should go.  Thank you.

         23       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

         24       MR. PORTER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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          1   Kevin Porter, Encore Wire.  I'm in support of the

          2   motion on the floor.

          3            I know we've talked about this motion,

          4   what have you, but I wanted to point a couple of

          5   things that I think should be noticed by our panel

          6   and our audience is, one, that the sample size just

          7   does not warrant a drastic change like this.

          8   There's plenty of conductors out there.  There

          9   should have been more testing done as well.

         10            Also, the test that is done in UL 5.9 heat

         11   shock is actually a one-hour test, and you would

         12   not really generally -- this test was done for

         13   60 days.  So you would typically expect the THHN to

         14   do poorly.  We all know that the thermoset is a

         15   better type of insulation.  So what we did see was

         16   the results of what we expected.

         17            Secondly, I would say that given -- the

         18   results only indicate what is expected.  XHHW is

         19   less likely to crack given the testing conditions.

         20   But I also want to make note that, in conclusion,

         21   what other conductors -- we're making this

         22   exception for one conductor type.  Now what other

         23   conductors will we do?  Will we continue to go from

         24   this?
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          1            That's why we expect in a situation like

          2   this that a thorough investigation be done on
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          3   multiple types and multiple conductors.  Thank you.

          4   I support this motion.

          5       MR. BELL:  Microphone 1.

          6       MR. MASERICK:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

          7   John Maserick, IEC, speaking against the motion.

          8            IEC does not support this motion.  We ask

          9   you to support the Code Panel and reject this

         10   motion.  Thank you.

         11       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

         12       MR. LINDSEY:  Travis Lindsey, Travis Lindsey

         13   Consulting Services, for the motion.

         14            We considered a lot of this when we talked

         15   about the installation of wiring in a building.

         16   One thing we considered is where it's to be placed.

         17   If we were placing multiple conduits in a raceway,

         18   we would look for temperature adjustment because of

         19   the number of conductors in a raceway.  Would you

         20   also allow a specific type of conductor as an

         21   exception for the temperature rating of the

         22   conductor in that case?  Or what about installation

         23   of any wall space where the thermal characteristics

         24   of a wall space increase the temperature?
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          1            So now we have one specific instance in

          2   the Code and one place only.  We're deviating from

          3   the Code example of allowing 60, 75 or 90 degree

          4   heat conductors.  It's inappropriate.  It shouldn't

          5   be done this time.  It shouldn't be done any time.

          6   This thing needs to go back.  Speaking for the

          7   motion.  Thank you.
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          8       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 1.

          9       MR. BOWERS:  My name is Pete Bowers.  I own

         10   Satellite Electric.  I'm probably one of the other

         11   members on Code Panel 6.  You got most of us up

         12   here speaking before on this issue, and it sounds

         13   very much like the issues within the panel

         14   discussion itself.  In any event --

         15       MR. BELL:  You're speaking against the motion?

         16       MR. BOWERS:  I'm against the motion for a very

         17   good reason.

         18       MR. BELL:  Microphone 2.

         19       MR. CLARY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

         20   Shane M. Clary, Bay Alarm Company.  I move to call

         21   the question.

         22       A VOICE:  Second.

         23       MR. BELL:  Motion made to call the question and

         24   second it.  This is a nondebatable motion.  So
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          1   we'll move directly to the motion on the floor

          2   which is to call the question.  Please press 1 if

          3   you're in favor of the motion and press 2 if you're

          4   opposed to the motion.  Vote now.  5 seconds.

          5            Voting is closed.  The motion fails.  It's

          6   a two-thirds majority requirement.  So it fails.

          7   The motion fails.  So we'll continue the debate.

          8            So everybody understands, for a calling of

          9   the question, it's a super majority, two-thirds

         10   majority requirement, and we didn't meet that

         11   threshold.  Microphone 1.
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         12       A VOICE:  Maybe we should try this again.  I

         13   call the question.

         14       A VOICE:  Second.

         15       MR. BELL:  Okay.  We're voting on calling the

         16   question.  I think I made that clear before.  So

         17   it's a nondebatable motion.  So we move directly to

         18   the vote again which is calling the question.

         19   Press 1 if you're in favor of the motion, and press

         20   2 if you're opposed to the motion.  Vote now.

         21   5 seconds.

         22            Voting is closed.  Thank you.

         23            Now we'll move directly to the motion on

         24   the floor which is to reject Comment 6-31.  Press 1

�
                                                                       76

          1   if you're in favor of the motion, and press 2 if

          2   you're opposed to the motion.

          3       A VOICE:  Mr. Chairman --

          4       MR. BELL:  Reject Comment 6-37 is the motion on

          5   the floor.  Press 1 if you're in favor of the

          6   motion, and press 2 if you're opposed to the

          7   motion, vote now.  5 seconds.

          8            Voting is closed.  Motion fails.

          9            So we'll move on to the next sequence

         10   which is 70-13.  Is there a motion on the floor

         11   related to Motion 70-13?  Microphone 3.

         12       MS. HUNTER:  Thank you.  My name is

         13   Christel Hunter.  I'm with General Cable, and I

         14   make a motion to accept Comment 7-14.

         15       MR. BELL:  Motion on the floor is to accept

         16   Comment 7-14.  Is there a second?
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         17       A VOICE:  Second.

         18       MR. BELL:  I hear a second.  Please proceed.

         19       MS. HUNTER:  Thank you.  Comment 7-14 was to

         20   revert the language in 338.10(B)(4)(a) to the

         21   language that we had in the 2005 NEC.  In this

         22   case, we've gone through a couple of different

         23   language versions over the last two cycles.

         24            The topic is service entrance cable, and
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          1   service entrance cable is listed at 75 degrees C.

          2   In 2008, the panel put a limitation on service

          3   entrance cable to 60 degrees C.  In 2011, we came

          4   back and said, well, it's only limited to

          5   60 degrees C if it's in thermal insulation, and we

          6   left it that way for the 2014.

          7            What I would like to do is go back to

          8   using service entrance cable at its listed

          9   temperature.  Service entrance cable is listed

         10   under a different products standard than

         11   nonmetallic sheet cable, but what has happened is

         12   they have been equated because they are of similar

         13   construction.  They have different product

         14   standards, different applications.  Typically, we

         15   limit NM cable to 60 degrees C because we use it

         16   for branch circuit wiring particularly in

         17   residences, and it was limited to 60 degrees C

         18   several decades ago primarily because when you put

         19   it into a light fixture, the additional heat from

         20   the -- I'm sorry, Luminaire would degrade the
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         21   insulation which at the time was 60 degrees C

         22   insulation.

         23            Insulations now within the cable is

         24   90 degrees C, and especially for service entrance
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          1   cable, you don't use it for light fixtures.  You

          2   use it for large appliances, for obviously feeders

          3   and service entrance.  So we don't have the same

          4   concerns with the application for service entrance

          5   cable that we do for NM, and we have a product

          6   that's listed at 75 degrees C.

          7            I would like for the Code to allow this

          8   product to be used in accordance with its listing

          9   and revert back to the language in 2005.  So I

         10   would ask that you accept Comment 7-14.  Thank you.

         11       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston.

         12       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I would

         13   like to once again defer to the Chair of

         14   Code-Making Panel 7, Michael Smith, please.

         15       MR. SMITH:  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

         16   Michael W. Smith, Chairman, Code-Making Panel

         17   Number 7 supported by National Electrical

         18   Contractors Association.  I speak against this

         19   motion.

         20            This has been a quite a -- at least a

         21   two-Cycle debate on this use of USC SE cable and

         22   thermal insulation.  We've actually had requests

         23   twice now to the Research Foundation to conduct a

         24   study on SE cable without any success.  We're still
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          1   looking for better substantiation showing that this

          2   conductor cable will not have any degradation

          3   throughout the -- being installed in these

          4   insulated ceilings and walls.

          5            So, again, I would hope that this body

          6   would reject this comment.  Thank you very much.

          7       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 5.

          8       MR. MERCIER:  Dave Mercier with Southwire

          9   Company, speaking against the motion.

         10            We make a lot of SE cable, SEU and SER.

         11   And we make it two different ways.  We make it with

         12   THHM conductors, THWM, and we also make it with

         13   XHHW conductors with thermoset.  We also make a lot

         14   of large NM cables.

         15            The bottom line, we're using the same THHN

         16   conductors and NM cables that we're using in our SE

         17   cable.  The jacket on that cable, the only

         18   difference is sunlight resistance between the two

         19   jackets.  So thermally, our SE USC are cables

         20   thermally the same as the NM cable.  So I don't

         21   understand why we want to operate one at a higher

         22   temperature when they're used for the same branch

         23   circuit.

         24            Other lamps, lighting, Luminaires, it's
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          1   just one condition that you can have higher heat

          2   with conductors.  Bundling and things like that can
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          3   also cause a heat rise in conductors also.

          4            So with that, there are multiple types of

          5   construction allowed by UL.  There are multiple

          6   constructions that are being sold every day in the

          7   market; and to differentiate between this would, in

          8   my opinion, cause a safety hazard.

          9       MR. BELL:  Microphone 3.

         10       MR. MASERICK:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

         11   John Maserick for IEC, speaking in favor of the

         12   motion.

         13            IEC supports this motion and asks you to

         14   vote in favor of the motion.  Thank you very much.

         15       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 2.

         16       MR. HOLUB:  Thank you.  Richard Holub,

         17   representing American Chemistry Council, and I

         18   stand to speak in support of this motion.

         19            I'm a little confused why we wouldn't vote

         20   to accept using a conductor that is listed at its

         21   operating temperature.  I mean, this is real --

         22   let's talk about what this is.  This is about

         23   selling larger conductors.  It's not about safety.

         24   Let's use it to its listed temperature, and let's
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          1   accept this motion.  Thank you.

          2       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion

          3   on the floor?  Microphone 5.

          4       MR. MERCIER:  Dave Mercier with Southwire

          5   Company.  Let's keep this short.

          6            NM cable is indeed listed at 90 degrees C.
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          7   I don't see anybody proposing that we use NM cables

          8   at 90 degrees C.  The fact is the old standard

          9   allows SE cable to be listed at 75 degrees C.

         10   Everything on the market is 90 degrees C that I'm

         11   aware of.  There is an allowance to have a

         12   75 degree SE cable.

         13            So we don't want to bump up these two --

         14   the maximum operating temperature because NM is

         15   90 degrees C, and I don't see anybody wanting to go

         16   there.

         17       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

         18       MS. HUNTER:  Thank you, Christel Hunter with

         19   General Cable, speaking in favor of the motion.

         20            NM cable is not listed at 90 degrees C.

         21   The insulation inside the cable is 90 degrees C,

         22   but the cable itself is limited at 60 degrees C,

         23   and that is reflected in both the NEC and the

         24   product standard.
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          1       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion

          2   on the floor?  Any additional comments,

          3   Mr. Johnston?

          4       MR. JOHNSTON:  I have no additional comments,

          5   Mr. Chair.

          6       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  We'll go ahead and move

          7   to the motion on the floor which is to accept

          8   Comment 7-14.  Press 1 if you're in favor of the

          9   motion and 2 if you're opposed.  Vote now.

         10   5 seconds.

         11            Voting is closed.  Motion passes.  (115
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         12   over 105)

         13            Okay, ladies and gentlemen.  We're going

         14   to take a ten-minute break now.  So it's right

         15   around 10 o'clock.  So we ask that you get back in

         16   your seats by 10:10.  Thank you.

         17                        (Off the record at 9:59 a.m.)

         18                        (On the record at 10:22 a.m.)

         19       MR. BELL:  Okay.  We're going to call this

         20   meeting back to order.

         21            The maker of the motion for Sequence

         22   Number 70-14 has indicated to the NFPA that they're

         23   not going to pursue it.

         24            So we're going to skip over to motion
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          1   sequence which is 70-15.  Is there a motion on the

          2   floor related to Sequence Number 70-15?

          3   Microphone 2.

          4       MR. HOLUB:  Yes.  My name is Richard Holub.  I

          5   am the designated representative for

          6   Carl Fredericks.  I make a motion that we accept

          7   Certified Amending Motion 70-15 and consequently

          8   accept Proposal 10-57.

          9       MR. BELL:  The motion on the floor is to accept

         10   Proposal 10-57.  Is there a second?

         11       A VOICE:  Second.

         12       MR. BELL:  I hear a second.

         13            Similar to a previous proposal, I did want

         14   to point out here that if this motion passes, we

         15   will not entertain a motion on Motion Sequence
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         16   70-16 because this action on this motion would have

         17   rendered it moot.  So if you want to discuss the

         18   merits of the motion related to 70-16 here, that

         19   would be fine.  Please proceed.

         20       MR. HOLUB:  Thank you.  In essence, this

         21   Proposal 10-57 was interjected to try to permit

         22   circuit breakers to be used without instantaneous

         23   protection in supervised installations in

         24   accordance with 240.2.
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          1            Essentially there's several arguments for

          2   doing this in supervised industrial installations,

          3   the first of which is there's no tie between the

          4   additional requirements put forth in 240.87 with

          5   the arc-flash energy levels that might be found in

          6   real-life installations.  In other words, if you

          7   have a level 1 PPE requirement with maybe an 8 or

          8   10 calorie exposure, this 240.87 would require you

          9   to change and make changes to your equipment to

         10   lower that if it's possible to lower it.

         11            Existing switch gear installations may not

         12   have this additional equipment built into it.  So

         13   for existing switch gears where we had spare

         14   capacity and we have spare space, if we wanted to

         15   use that existing switch gear to feed a new

         16   installation, it's possible that we could be

         17   rejected when going for permitting for that because

         18   we're not complying with 240.87.

         19            So, in essence, what we asked for was an

         20   industrial extension.  We're all aware of
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         21   supervised industrial installations of arc-flash

         22   energies and the need to reduce that where

         23   practical, but we would like the ability to do that

         24   based on our ability to manage our installation.
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          1            If we have a PPE at Level 1 or PPE at

          2   Level 2 that can safely protect the people, we

          3   believe that's all that's necessary, and we don't

          4   believe we should necessarily require all of these

          5   other installations.

          6            In essence, for new installations, if you

          7   were talking about new switch gear installations, I

          8   don't think we would be opposed to this language at

          9   all for new installations; but for existing

         10   installations and the ability to reuse existing

         11   installations, I think this presents a real problem

         12   for industrial installations.

         13            I will stop at this time and see where it

         14   goes.  Thank you.

         15       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston?

         16       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I would

         17   like to defer to the Chair of NEC Code-Making

         18   Panel 10, Mr. Julian Burns, please.

         19       MR. BURNS:  Julian Burns, Chairman of Panel 10,

         20   representing IEC.  I speak in opposition of this

         21   comment or NITMAM.

         22            Mr. Fredericks is a panel member of this

         23   panel.  He was a submitter of the proposal.  It was

         24   discussed at length.  The vote was 10 to 1 against
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          1   this proposal.  All the aspects of the proposal

          2   were discussed greatly during the ROP Cycle, and I

          3   ask that you reject CAM 70-15.  Thank you.

          4       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 5.

          5       MR. DOLLARD:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  My name

          6   is Jim Dollard, representing the International

          7   Brotherhood of Electrical Workers.  I had a lot to

          8   do with this particular Section 240.87.  I'm the

          9   original submitter of the proposal, and I would

         10   like to let you know what it does.

         11            What this does is this gives us an

         12   increased clearing time.  And it was modified by

         13   comment.  A lot of the things that are mentioned in

         14   this proposal, Proposal 10-57, are addressed in the

         15   subsequent comment.

         16            We need -- and when I say "we", I'm

         17   talking about laymen, all of the men and women who

         18   work on this equipment, we need to begin to take an

         19   effort to reduce the amount of incident energy

         20   we're exposed to when we're working on equipment in

         21   a justified manner.  I'm also a member of the NFPA

         22   70E Committee.  And we need to reduce the clearing

         23   time.  The amount of heat that can be created in an

         24   arc-flash incident is the arcing current squared
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          1   times the time.  So when we reduce the time, it's
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          2   directly proportional.  We reduce the energy.

          3            Now it's significant that the first

          4   speaker mentioned that with new equipment, we would

          5   be okay with this.  And I'm very happy to hear that

          6   because that is going to reduce energy.  I can tell

          7   you, that level of energy and that type of exposure

          8   to a human being is the same whether you're in a

          9   supervised installation or not.

         10            We can't just say we're going to put

         11   people in high incident energy exposures and give

         12   them high level of PPE.  Would you want to stand

         13   4 feet from an M80 or a hand grenade?  That's what

         14   we're talking about here.

         15            And with existing equipment, this

         16   requirement is easily achieved.  There's a number

         17   of ways that you can get it done.  And if you take

         18   a look at Comment 10-24, you'll see that the means

         19   to reduce this understanding is zone selective

         20   interlocking, differential relaying, and energy

         21   reducing maintenance switch or an energy reducing

         22   active arc-flash mitigation system or an approved

         23   equivalent means.

         24            We have seen the industry begin to address
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          1   this in very interesting ways.  There's also the

          2   technology out there to get this done.

          3            But this is about safety, and it's about

          4   good code.  Good code is easy to read, easily

          5   enforceable and practical.  And this is practical

          6   because it will save lives.  We need to oppose the
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          7   motion on the floor.  Thank you.

          8       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 2.

          9       MR. HOLUB:  Again, Richard Holub, representing

         10   the American Chemistry Council speaking in favor of

         11   this motion.

         12            In addressing our concerns, I do agree

         13   that a new installation zone selective interlocking

         14   and arc mitigation techniques where you're trying

         15   to detect an arc and shut down or trip in advance

         16   of that is easily achievable in new installations,

         17   but not realistically achievable in existing

         18   installations.

         19            So there are very few options you have on

         20   existing installations to do this.  And I guess

         21   there were several proposals made, both 10-57,

         22   10-58, 10-59, all trying to tie this requirement to

         23   an actual arc-flash energy level.  Tell us, you

         24   know, if it's arc-flash energy above 20 calories,
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          1   then we're going to do something.  Try to link this

          2   to a real installation problem.

          3            We're not here to defeat it entirely, but

          4   I mean the way the language was previously written,

          5   if you have instantaneous and it's enabled, you're

          6   fine.  I mean, it doesn't matter if the

          7   instantaneous is enabled but set above the arcing

          8   fault current level, in which case the

          9   instantaneous is not going to activate.

         10            So, you know, Proposal 10-57 was aimed at
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         11   giving us some flexibility especially for existing

         12   installations.  I wish the panel when they put this

         13   language in to begin with had thought about the

         14   repercussions of existing installations.  I'm not

         15   certain they did.

         16            I will reserve comment on 10-24,

         17   Comment 10-24, since that's the subject of the next

         18   NITMAM if we make it.  So I'll just hold off on

         19   that one until that time.  Thank you.

         20       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 1.

         21       MR. LIPPERT:  Kevin Lippert, Eaton Corporation.

         22   I speak against the motion on the floor.

         23            I'd just like to try to address a few of

         24   the issues that are raised.  Some of it is a little
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          1   repetitious.  This was discussed entirely at

          2   Code-Making Panel 10.  Anything that I've heard has

          3   already been discussed thoroughly, and the vote was

          4   overwhelmingly against that.  And if I look at the

          5   organizations that supported what took place at

          6   Code-Making Panel 10, Underwriters Laboratories,

          7   NEMA, the IBEW, these are organizations that are

          8   really concerned about safety here.

          9            And I had heard it said earlier, you know,

         10   that one of the things, this isn't a safety issue.

         11   This is a safety issue.  Reducing arc energy is a

         12   good thing.  It's hard to argue how do you not want

         13   to reduce arc energy?  That's a good thing.  It

         14   will save lives.

         15            This change was also done at the request
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         16   of inspectors who said the existing requirement is

         17   very difficult to inspect by.  So this makes it

         18   very clear.  It's a black-and-white issue now of

         19   when this applies and when it doesn't.  So the

         20   change was done as a result of some of the requests

         21   coming in from the industry.  Manufacturers have

         22   products available that will make it easily

         23   adaptable to the installation.

         24            So I would urge you to oppose this and
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          1   please look forward to advancing safety.  This is

          2   another step in that direction.  Thank you.

          3       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 5.

          4       MR. SAPORITA:  Good morning.  Vince Saporita,

          5   Bussmann.  I speak in opposition to the motion.

          6            I'm a member of Code-Making Panel 10

          7   that's responsible for this change.  Code-Making

          8   Panel 11, NFPA 70E, the Correlating Committee, IEEE

          9   1584, I'm involved significantly in arc-flash

         10   issues.

         11            These arguments were thoroughly discussed

         12   by the panel and the proposal was defeated by a

         13   vote of 10 to 1.  By the top industry groups, it

         14   was defeated by IEEE, IBEU, UL, IADI, NEMA, NECA,

         15   and EEI, the key organizations in the electrical

         16   industry.

         17            This NITMAM would significantly reduce

         18   worker safety for those workers in supervised

         19   industrial installations with no justification or
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         20   documentation as to why we should reduce their

         21   safety when the plant down the street that doesn't

         22   have a supervised industrial rating has to have

         23   those safety measures.  No documentation.

         24            The changes made by Code-Making Panel 10
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          1   to 240.87 will be one of the most significant

          2   safety improvements that we have had in 15 years of

          3   arc-flash study.  I urge the membership to vote

          4   against this NITMAM.  Thank you.

          5       MR. BELL:  Microphone 2.

          6       MR. HOLUB:  Thank you.  One last time.

          7   Richard Holub, American Chemical Council, in

          8   support of the motion.

          9            I completely agree with all of the

         10   statements of the manufacturers and others on the

         11   panel for new installations, and I appreciate the

         12   various members of the panel that voted in

         13   opposition of this proposal.

         14            I would point out, however, that none of

         15   them are paying the bill.  The users are the ones

         16   that are paying the bill for these changes.  And to

         17   tell us that you can't use existing switch gear,

         18   you can't use existing spare or space capacity that

         19   you have for potential new installations, you know,

         20   is a complete problem.  I think the panel should

         21   have addressed this when this was put in.  And I

         22   urge you to support this Certified Amending Motion

         23   and vote in favor of this proposal.

         24       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 5.
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          1       MR. NASBY:  My name is Jim Nasby, Columbia

          2   Engineering speaking for myself.  I am speaking

          3   against this motion.

          4            I'm asking the group here to support the

          5   panel.  You've heard discussions about

          6   safety-related issues in regard to this

          7   instantaneous trip.  My primary concern, however,

          8   is propagating faults upstream on emergency type

          9   circuits.  Thanks.

         10       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

         11       MR. HICKMAN:  Palmer Hickman, IBEW.  I would

         12   like to call the question.

         13       A VOICE:  Second.

         14       MR. BELL:  The motion is to call the question.

         15   It has been seconded.  It's a nondebatable motion.

         16   We will move to that motion to call the question.

         17   All those in favor, press 1, and opposed, press 2.

         18   Vote now.  5 seconds.

         19            Voting is closed.  Motion passes.

         20            So we'll move directly to the motion on

         21   the floor which is to accept Proposal 10-57.  Press

         22   1 if you're in favor of the motion, and press 2 if

         23   you're opposed to the motion.  Vote now.

         24   5 seconds.
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          1            Voting is closed.  The motion fails.
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          2   We'll entertain a motion on Sequence Number 70-16.

          3       MR. HOLUB:  Richard Holub, American Chemical

          4   Council, representing Carl Fredericks.  I make a

          5   motion that we accept Certified Amending Motion

          6   70-16 to reject Comment 10-24.

          7       MR. BELL:  Okay.  So the motion on the floor is

          8   to reject Comment 10-24.  Is there a second?

          9       A VOICE:  Second.

         10       MR. BELL:  I hear a second.  Please proceed.

         11       MR. HOLUB:  The panel's action on 10-24 removed

         12   the language, the charging statement for

         13   instantaneous which basically allowed instantaneous

         14   protection as a method to protect new installation.

         15   And essentially this was done with absolutely no

         16   justification or technical justification for why

         17   instantaneous would not be acceptable.

         18            The original language submitted in this

         19   proposal was that to use instantaneous trip

         20   response into the arcing current, and we think that

         21   is a completely reasonable approach.  If you have

         22   instantaneous trip responsive to the arcing

         23   current, then that's an acceptable way to lower the

         24   arc-flash energy.
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          1            We're not sure why you would want to

          2   insist on a maintenance switch or something else

          3   which is basically going to use your instantaneous

          4   trip if you have an instantaneous trip already

          5   responsive to the arcing current.
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          6            Essentially, you know, instantaneous trip

          7   gives you this protection, and we didn't have a

          8   problem with basically accepting the comment short

          9   of -- the way the comment was originally written.

         10   It's the way the panel modified it to remove

         11   instantaneous trip that caused the problem.  Again,

         12   it was just no justification to remove

         13   instantaneous provisions; and, as a result, I'm

         14   asking you to support this Certified Amending

         15   Motion to reject Comment 10-24.

         16       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston.

         17       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I would

         18   like to defer once again to the Chair of

         19   Code-Making Panel 10, Mr. Julian Burns, please.

         20       MR. BURNS:  Julian Burns, Chairman of Panel 10,

         21   representing IEC.

         22            During the process, the ROC, this was

         23   discussed at length.  I won't use the term

         24   ad nauseam, but it was debated quite well.  It was
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          1   also talked about at what level do we talk about?

          2   800 amps, a thousand amps, 1200 amps, 2000 amps.

          3   We compromised at 1200 amps.

          4            The wording for this section was

          5   consistent with 230.95 for ground fault circuit

          6   interrupter so that we were staying consistent

          7   throughout the NEC.  Not only that, we also

          8   believed that the wording being consistent was

          9   enforceable.  Mr. Dollard talked about the three

         10   facets of NEC.
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         11            By doing this, we gave the AHJ an ability

         12   to be able to -- if they can enforce ground fault

         13   protection, the enforcement of this arc reduction

         14   can be enforceable also.  It also saves lives.

         15            The gentleman spoke earlier about cost.  I

         16   don't know how much you can value a life, but I

         17   think it's priceless.

         18       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 5.

         19       MR. DOLLARD:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  My name

         20   is Jim Dollard, representing the International

         21   Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, and I rise in

         22   opposition to the motion on the floor.

         23            I would like to first thank this body for

         24   defeating the previous motion because this -- what
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          1   we're talking about here is saving lives.  I'm a

          2   member of the National Electrical Code Correlating

          3   Committee, Code-Making Panel 10, and Code-Making

          4   Panel 13, so I'm well-versed in all of this.

          5            What we heard from a previous speaker is

          6   that we're not paying the bill.  Well, I can tell

          7   you that when an individual is in front of an

          8   arc-flash and gets burned and gets second and third

          9   degree burns over 50 percent of their body, they're

         10   paying the bill.

         11            This is not about money.  This is

         12   extremely feasible.  It's easy to do.  It's easy to

         13   get done.  The previous speaker mentioned about

         14   instantaneous not being approved.  It is approved.
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         15   They can approve it under Number 5, an approved

         16   equivalent means.  An energy reduction maintenance

         17   switch is simply a switch that takes you into the

         18   quickest part of your instantaneous trip.  It's

         19   going to clear as quick as it can.

         20            And I'll just offer you one scenario.  We,

         21   me and you, could be doing justified energized work

         22   in the back of a switchboard and it's a large cover

         23   protective device, a lot of incident energy

         24   available because it's set to clear in 30 cycles.
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          1   When we adopt 240.87, we're going to mandate a

          2   reduction in time.  So it will go from 30 cycles,

          3   let's say, to 6.  Now it's 150 energy.

          4            This is all about saving lives.  It's

          5   practical, and the scope of the National Electrical

          6   Code is the practical safeguarding of persons and

          7   property from the hazards that arise from the use

          8   of electricity.  It is practical to protect the men

          9   and women that will be working in that equipment

         10   when they perform justified energized work.  It is

         11   feasible.  It's extremely feasible, and you can do

         12   it in existing equipment.  There are dozens of

         13   options.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

         14       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 2.

         15       MR. HOLUB:  Again, Richard Holub, American

         16   Chemistry Council, in support of this motion.

         17            I'm not advocating that we kill people.

         18   I'm certainly not advocating for less safety here.

         19   Instantaneous protection is instantaneous
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         20   protection.  It was acceptable in the 2011 Code to

         21   use instantaneous protection.  I'm curious where

         22   the justification came to remove instantaneous

         23   protection and now make it one of those other

         24   methods as approved by the AHJ when the comment
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          1   didn't ask the panel to remove instantaneous

          2   protection.  In fact, the comment that was

          3   submitted had instantaneous protection still in the

          4   charging statement.

          5            I think the panel overreached and removed

          6   instantaneous protection which was an acceptable

          7   means in the 2011 Code and should continue to be an

          8   accepted means.  There's been no justification to

          9   remove instantaneous protection in the charting

         10   language.  That's all.  Thank you.  I urge you to

         11   support this.

         12       MR. BELL:  Thank you, Microphone 1.

         13       MR. LIPPERT:  Kevin Lippert, Eaton Corporation.

         14   I speak against the motion.

         15            I don't want to repeat everything that's

         16   been said.  Just a couple points I think are

         17   important to address.  It was asked about the

         18   instantaneous portion.  That language change was a

         19   direct result of inspectors saying how do we know

         20   when that existing language is applicable or not?

         21   This wording change makes it crystal clear when

         22   it's applicable.

         23            Again, I urge you to do the right thing
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         24   and vote against this.  Thank you.
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          1       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.

          2       MR. GUIDRY:  Eddie Guidry, Fluor Corporation,

          3   representing ABC.  I want to make a motion to call

          4   the question.

          5       A VOICE:  Second.

          6       MR. BELL:  Motion on the floor is to call the

          7   question.  I have a second.  We'll move to vote on

          8   the motion on the floor to call the question.  All

          9   those in favor, press 1, and all those opposed,

         10   press 2.  Vote now.  5 seconds.

         11            Voting is closed.  Motion passes.

         12            We'll move directly to vote on the motion

         13   on the floor which is to reject Comment 10-24.  All

         14   in favor press 1, opposed, press 2.  Vote now.

         15   5 seconds.

         16            Voting is closed.  Motion fails.

         17            We'll move on to the next sequence which

         18   is 70-17.  Is there a motion on the floor?

         19   Microphone 3.  70-17.

         20       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Thank you, Marcelo Hirschler,

         21   GBH International, and I move to accept

         22   Comment 11-8.

         23       MR. BELL:  Motion on the floor is to accept

         24   Comment 11-8.  Is there a second?
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          1       A VOICE:  Second.

          2       MR. BELL:  I hear a second.  Please proceed.

          3       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Thank you.  This is something

          4   that I brought up on several of these yesterday.  I

          5   am the Chair of the NFPA Advisory Committee on

          6   Glossary on Terminology, and we have been tasked

          7   with trying to get consistency in definitions and

          8   definitions that comply with the NFPA and NEC

          9   Manual of Style.  I am not representing that

         10   Committee, but this motion is in pursuit of those

         11   goals.

         12            If you look at Page 70-205 of the Report

         13   on Comment for the NEC, you will notice the

         14   definition of industrial control panel after all

         15   the definition.  It's contains couple of additional

         16   sentences that says, These components are mounted

         17   in some way, the panel does not include the

         18   controlled equipment.  That part of the information

         19   is not part of the definition.  That is information

         20   that is a requirement.  That type of information

         21   belongs in the body of the Code, not in the

         22   definitions because the body of the Code is where

         23   we place those things that are requirements that

         24   are enforceable.  Definitions are not enforceable.
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          1   Definitions shall not contain lists or

          2   requirements.  Thank you.

          3       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston?

          4       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I would

          5   like to defer to the Chair of NEC Code-Making
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          6   Panel 11, Mr. John Thompson, please.

          7       MR. THOMPSON:  Thank you very much.  My name is

          8   John Thompson, Underwriters Laboratories, and I'm

          9   speaking as Chair of CMP 11; and, as Chair, I'm

         10   speaking to reject the motion and remain in support

         11   of the panel's original position.

         12            Our position is that the Amending Motion

         13   does not add clarity and does not violate the

         14   intent of the NEC style manual; therefore, it

         15   brings no additional benefit to be added.  Thank

         16   you.

         17       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion

         18   on the floor?  Microphone 3.

         19       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         20   GBH International, speaking in support of the

         21   motion.

         22            I just wanted to -- I was a little bit

         23   disappointed that the Chair in opposition didn't go

         24   through what it is that is being requested.  What
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          1   is being requested does not change the requirements

          2   but places the requirements where it belongs, away

          3   from the definition.  Please, this is the kind of

          4   thing that we are trying to do to put things where

          5   they belong rather than trying to stuff things into

          6   definitions which are in an area which cannot be

          7   enforced.  Thank you.

          8       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Further discussion from

          9   the floor?  Seeing no one at the mics,
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         10   Mr. Johnston, any additional comments?

         11       MR. JOHNSTON:  Mr. Chair, I don't have anything

         12   to add.  Thank you.

         13       MR. BELL:  Let's move to the motion on the

         14   floor which is to reject Comment 10-24.  Press 1 if

         15   you're in favor of that motion --

         16       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Excuse me, Mr. Chair.  The

         17   motion is to accept the comment that was made.

         18       MR. BELL:  Okay.  My screen up here had a wrong

         19   reference.  So it's accept Comment 11-8.  Sorry

         20   about that.  That's the motion on the floor.  Thank

         21   you.

         22            So let's move directly to the vote.  Press

         23   1 if you're in favor of that motion and 2 if you're

         24   opposed.  Vote now.  5 seconds.
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          1            Voting is closed.  Motion fails.

          2            Sequence 70-18, Microphone 3.

          3       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

          4   GBH International, and I move to accept

          5   Comment 11-27.

          6       MR. BELL:  The motion on the floor is to accept

          7   Comment 11-27.  Is there a second?

          8       A VOICE:  Second.

          9       MR. BELL:  I hear a second.  Please proceed.

         10       MR. HIRSCHLER:  This is very similar to the

         11   previous motion, and I'm not going to go into much

         12   detail.  It's again the same thing.

         13            At the end of the definition right now, it

         14   states, "The value of branch-circuit selection
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         15   current will always be equal to or greater than the

         16   marked rated-load current."  That is a requirement.

         17   Instead of putting it in the definition, it needs

         18   to be placed in a separate section, and that's all

         19   this does.  I urge your support.  Thank you.

         20       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston?

         21       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I would

         22   once again like to defer to the Chair of NEC Code

         23   Panel 11, Mr. John Thompson, please.

         24       MR. THOMPSON:  Thank you, Mr. Johnston.
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          1   Mr. Chair, again, my name is John Thompson with

          2   Underwriters Laboratories.  I'm the Chair of CMP 11

          3   and speaking for CMP 11, I'm asking you to reject

          4   the motion in support of the original panel

          5   position.  The Amending Motion does not add

          6   clarity, does not violate the intent of the NEC

          7   style manual, and we don't see the value of the

          8   motion.  Thank you.

          9       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Further discussion?

         10   Seeing no one at the microphone, we'll move

         11   directly to the vote which is to accept

         12   Comment 11-27.  Press 1 if you're in favor of the

         13   motion, and 2 if you're opposed.  Vote now.

         14   5 seconds.

         15            Voting is closed.  Motion fails.

         16            Move to Motion Sequence Number 70-19,

         17   Microphone 3.

         18       MS. THOMPSON:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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         19   Elaine Thompson.  I'm speaking as the designated

         20   representative for Richard Loyd, R&N Associates,

         21   who is unable to be here today.  I'm speaking in

         22   support of motion --

         23       MR. BELL:  Let's get the motion on the floor.

         24   So you are a designated rep.  Your motion is to?
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          1       MS. THOMPSON:  To accept Comment 11-28 which is

          2   Motion 70-19.

          3       MR. BELL:  Motion on the floor is to accept

          4   Comment 11-28.  Is there a second?

          5       A VOICE:  Second.

          6       MR. BELL:  I hear a second.  Please proceed.

          7       MS. THOMPSON:  This motion, if accepted, will

          8   delete the new requirement in Article 440 for an

          9   equipment grounding conductor and EMT and

         10   Liquidtight Flexible Metal Conduit when installed

         11   outdoors with refrigeration and air conditioning

         12   equipment.

         13            The supporting documentation for this Code

         14   change was comprised of a report of a 2007 death

         15   involving a young boy in Chicago who stepped on a

         16   residential air conditioner and then touched an

         17   electric fence.  There was no forensic

         18   investigation report, and nothing identified or

         19   implied that a wiring method was at fault.  In

         20   fact, there were two pictures that were included

         21   with the documentation that showed a flexible

         22   raceway; and while that still doesn't prove that

         23   the raceway was the reason for the accident, it
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         24   certainly shows that EMT was not even involved.
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          1   The pictures submitted also were dated October 31,

          2   2008, 15 months after the incident.

          3            We believe this change came about from

          4   anecdotal discussion, not actual substantiation,

          5   that EMT or LFMC have caused problems in these

          6   applications.  Lack of maintenance was cited as a

          7   reason for making the change.

          8            The panel member representing the

          9   utilities noted in his negative comment, "Requiring

         10   a conductor for equipment ground rather than use of

         11   conduit or other means described in 250.118 is not

         12   a substitute for proper conduit application,

         13   installation or maintenance."

         14            There are already ample Code requirements

         15   mandating proper selection, proper installation,

         16   and proper maintenance.  EMT when properly

         17   installed is an excellent equipment grounding

         18   conductor.  Mandating additional Code requirements

         19   that also may not be followed does not add safety

         20   and doesn't address the substantiation for this

         21   proposal behind this Code change.  It's really like

         22   writing new laws because existing laws are being

         23   broken.

         24            We ask that you support this motion.
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          1       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston?

          2       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I would

          3   like to, once again, defer to the Chair of NEC Code

          4   Panel 11, Mr. John Thompson, please.

          5       MR. THOMPSON:  Thank you, Mr. Johnston.

          6   Mr. Chair, again, I'm John Thompson, Underwriters

          7   Laboratories, and Chair of CMP 11.  I'm speaking

          8   for the panel position.

          9            The panel position, and I think it's

         10   important for everybody to understand that there

         11   was an awful lot of discussion about this, and we

         12   all understand the tragedy of anyone being killed,

         13   and those facts are facts and they are concerning

         14   to everyone.  We also recognize that there's a lot

         15   of missing information associated with this

         16   particular incident.  We understand that as well.

         17            But I'm speaking out in support of the

         18   original panel position which was to say that the

         19   panel recognizes that requiring an additional

         20   ground in the conduit provides an additional level

         21   of safety; and, therefore, the panel supported the

         22   inclusion of that ground.  Thank you.

         23       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 2.

         24       MR. HUMPHREY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  My
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          1   name is David Humphrey.  I'm representing myself,

          2   and I stand in support of the motion.

          3            As a member of Panel 8 for two cycles,

          4   Panel 8 has long since taken the position that
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          5   raceways, properly installed, maintain an effective

          6   grounding means.  Also noted in 251-18(4), we

          7   declare that EMT is an effective equipment

          8   grounding conductor without equivocation.

          9            So I strongly support the motion and

         10   encourage others to vote in that manner.  Thank

         11   you.

         12       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

         13       MR. BRETT:  Marty Brett, Wheatland Tube

         14   Company, speaking for myself.

         15            There's nothing in the substantiation of

         16   the CPSC report or the report of the Chicago

         17   incident that the wiring method was the cause of

         18   the electrocution.  The photos supplied with the

         19   substantiation showed that EMT was not the wiring

         20   method used.  The use of a supplemental equipment

         21   grounding conductor should be a design

         22   consideration based on the wiring method to be used

         23   and the installation environment in which it's

         24   installed.
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          1            A Georgia Tech study on the grounding

          2   validates that EMT is a proven equipment grounding

          3   conductor when installed and maintained in

          4   accordance with the NEC.

          5            Also, that software is still available on

          6   JIMI software and does demonstrate and is available

          7   for anybody that wants to test it.

          8       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 1.

          9       MR. MASERICK:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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         10   John Maserick speaking for IEC against the motion.

         11            IEC did a survey about a year ago and the

         12   question asked was have you observed or heard of

         13   electrical metal tubing, EMT, which feeds HVAC and

         14   refrigerator equipment that comes apart during

         15   installation on rooftops -- I'm sorry, after

         16   installation on rooftops?  And we had 53 percent of

         17   our respondents that said they had seen the EMT

         18   come apart.  And then we also asked if they were

         19   aware of individuals that had been shocked.  As a

         20   result of this, 7 percent said yes.

         21            So we would like you to vote in favor of

         22   the panel -- with the panel and against this motion

         23   and for safety.  Thank you very much.

         24       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 2.
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          1       MR. KOVACIK:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I'm

          2   John Kovacik, Underwriters Laboratories, and I am

          3   speaking in support of the motion on the floor.

          4            UL provides a listing service for the

          5   wiring methods that are the subject of this

          6   discussion; and, as part of the listing evaluation

          7   of these wiring methods, UL evaluates their ability

          8   to provide for an equipment grounding conductor or

          9   to evaluate them as their ability to act as

         10   equipment grounding conductor.

         11            UL stands by their listing of these

         12   products to perform that function and also stands

         13   by the requirements used as the basis for the
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         14   certification which supports the listing of these

         15   products.

         16            We urge this body to support the motion on

         17   the floor.  We believe that the wiring methods in

         18   question, when installed properly, can provide for

         19   adequate grounding, and there is no need to provide

         20   an additional equipment grounding conductor.  Thank

         21   you.

         22       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

         23       MR. BACLAWSKI:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

         24   Vince Baclawski, National Electrical Manufacturers
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          1   Association.  NEMA speaks in support of the motion.

          2   Thank you.

          3       MR. BELL:  Microphone 3, again.

          4       MR. BAIRD:  Yes, Robert Baird, Independent

          5   Electrical Contractors Association, speaking on

          6   behalf of the Electrical section.

          7            At our meeting on Tuesday, the Electrical

          8   section voted to support this motion.

          9       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 5.

         10       MR. SIMMONS:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

         11   Phil Simmons, Simmons Electrical Services, speaking

         12   for myself.  I just want to speak --

         13       MR. BELL:  Speaking against the motion?

         14       MR. SIMMONS:  Speaking against the motion,

         15   certainly.

         16            I really believe that EMT and the other

         17   wiring methods as mentioned, if installed

         18   correctly, are no doubt a good equipment grounding
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         19   conductor path at the time they're installed.  The

         20   real problem comes about in what happens after that

         21   time when equipment is worked on, repaired,

         22   replaced, snow is shoveled off of rooftops or the

         23   roofs are repaired, that sort of thing.  These

         24   wiring methods are really known to fail under that
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          1   kind of circumstance; and, as a result of a long

          2   time experience, I mean, it's really nothing new,

          3   folks.

          4            There's a lot of engineers in their

          5   specifications that require a supplemental

          6   equipment grounding conductor through every

          7   raceway.  They don't care whether you are putting

          8   PVC, EMT or rigid metal conduit.  You also have to

          9   put a supplemental wire type equipment grounding

         10   conductor in because of the history of failures.

         11            And this is not the only Code panel to

         12   have made that kind of discussion or decision.  The

         13   Hood Panel, the Rights and Rules for Healthcare

         14   Facilities has long had a requirement for a

         15   supplemental equipment grounding conductor in

         16   patient care areas.  And I served on that panel

         17   quite a number of years ago.  And during discussion

         18   at the Committee, they said, why are we asking for

         19   two equipment grounding pads, the wiring method for

         20   one and an equipment grounding conductor of the

         21   wire type for another?  And the folks that have

         22   been on the Committee longer than I said, Well,
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         23   here's the issue.  We're not really wanting to have

         24   two ground paths.  We want to make sure we have one
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          1   because of so many things that happened to wiring

          2   methods after they're originally installed, you

          3   lose one of the wiring methods, the equipment

          4   grounding pads.

          5            And that's really the reason why I believe

          6   this Code panel decided to require the supplemental

          7   equipment grounding conductor, and I urge to vote

          8   against this motion.

          9       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 1.

         10       MR. MASERICK:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

         11   John Maserick with IEC.  I would just like to make

         12   a comment that several states --

         13       MR. BELL:  Speaking against the motion?

         14       MR. MASERICK:  Speaking against the motion.

         15   Thank you, sir.

         16            I would like to make -- just announce that

         17   several states already have a similar provision to

         18   put a grounding wire in the EMT.  States such as

         19   Oregon, New Mexico, several cities in Texas,

         20   Washington, New York, and also public projects are

         21   required to have a separate grounding wire.

         22            I urge you to vote against the motion and

         23   for safety.  Thank you.

         24       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.
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          1       MS. THOMPSON:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Yes, I

          2   would just like to address some of the comments the

          3   speakers made --

          4       MR. BELL:  State your name.

          5       MS. THOMPSON:  Elaine Thompson in support of

          6   the motion.

          7            In terms of the IEC survey that was taken,

          8   we questioned never at any time was it mentioned

          9   how many members were queried about this.  So it

         10   could have been one member or two members.  You can

         11   get your percentages based on all sorts of

         12   information, and we're not privy to what the size

         13   of that survey was.

         14            Also, in terms of Mr. Simmons' comments,

         15   several cycles ago, in fact, I think it was the

         16   1999 NEC, Panel 8 voted very adamantly to reject

         17   the requirement for an equipment grounding

         18   conductor in the EMT on rooftop installations.  I

         19   thought that had been put to bed.  The Code doesn't

         20   say that you cannot add supplementary equipment

         21   grounding conductor if you think that you need to,

         22   and if any -- again, it's very clear in 90.1 that

         23   the Code is not a design manual.  So any specifier,

         24   a state, a jurisdiction, if you elect to put
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          1   supplementary equipment grounding conductor in the

          2   EMT, that is entirely up to that jurisdiction or

          3   specifying engineer.

          4            Also, it's interesting to me when you talk
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          5   about the redundant grounding in Panel 15, you

          6   know, I can kind of turn around and look at that

          7   the other way and think to myself, well, Panel 15

          8   then must kind of question the reliability about

          9   just having a supplementary grounding or an

         10   equipment -- wiring equipment grounding conductor

         11   in PVC, for example, because could that possibly be

         12   disconnected.

         13            So I think just adding this onto a

         14   reliable equipment grounding conductor method is

         15   not improving safety.  It, too, could improperly be

         16   installed.

         17       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 1.

         18       MR. MASERICK:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

         19   John Maserick, IEC, speaking against the motion.

         20            Just to answer the question, we had nearly

         21   100 respondents to our survey, and our members --

         22   most of our members are small contractors with 1 to

         23   10 employees, but we also have some of our

         24   contractors that represent thousands of workers and
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          1   we have no way of knowing which contractors

          2   submitted their reply.

          3            Anyway, again, I would like to urge you to

          4   vote against the motion and for safety.  Thank you

          5   very much.

          6       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Further discussion from

          7   the floor?  Mr. Johnston, any additional comments?

          8       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I have no
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          9   additional comments.

         10       MR. BELL:  With that, we'll move to the motion

         11   on the floor which is to accept Comment 11-28.

         12   Press 1 if you're in favor of the motion, and press

         13   2 if you're opposed.  Vote now.  5 seconds.

         14            Voting is now closed.  Motion passes.

         15            Move on to 70-20, Motion Sequence 70-20.

         16   Microphone 3.

         17       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         18   GBH International, moving Motion Sequence 70-20

         19   which involves accepting Comment 12-21 and

         20   Comment 12-22.

         21       MR. BELL:  So the motion on the floor is to

         22   accept Comment 12-21 and Comment 12-22.  Is there a

         23   second?

         24       A VOICE:  Second.
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          1       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Please proceed.

          2       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Thank you.  Marcelo Hirschler,

          3   GBH International.

          4            What this is and the reason that these two

          5   comments are put together is that there are two

          6   subsequent definitions; and the way to resolve the

          7   issue is by putting both together in a new

          8   Section 625.3.  The definitions are for vehicle and

          9   then of a vehicle connector.  First of all, the

         10   definition of an electric vehicle, after it defines

         11   it, it says what are electric vehicles, plug-in

         12   hybrid electric vehicles.  And for the purpose of

         13   this Article, all of these are not electric
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         14   vehicles.

         15            And then 625.2 says that the connector is

         16   a part of the electrical vehicle coupler.

         17            So what the motion would do is delete all

         18   of that information which is a requirement and not

         19   part of the definition and place it into a

         20   different part of the Article 625.3.  Thank you

         21   very much.

         22       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston?

         23       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I would

         24   like to defer to the Chair of NEC Code-Making
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          1   Panel 12, Mr. Tim Croushore, please.

          2       MR. CROUSHORE:  Thank you very much.  Hello.

          3   My name is Timothy M. Croushore.  I work for

          4   FirstEnergy.  I represent the electric utility

          5   industry through the Edison Electric Institute, and

          6   I am the Chair of National Electric Code-Making

          7   Panel 12.

          8            I rise in opposition to the motion.  I

          9   would recommend that the Association membership not

         10   support this motion.  As the Chair of Code-Making

         11   Panel 12, it is my opinion that the NFPA

         12   regulations governing committee projects were

         13   followed during both the proposal and comment stage

         14   by the Technical Committee and the properly

         15   balanced Electric Vehicle Task Group organized at

         16   my direction and reported in my Chair minutes.

         17            The crux of Proposals 12-54 and 12-55
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         18   which can be found on Page 70-662 in the ROP and

         19   Comments 12-21 and 12-22 which can be found on

         20   Page 70-307 of the ROC was to modify two

         21   definitions in Article 625 dealing with electric

         22   vehicle charging systems and create additional

         23   requirements.  These two definitions are electric

         24   vehicle and electric vehicle connector.
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          1            Both the Task Group and the Technical

          2   Committee properly considered the proposals and

          3   comments and wrote technical statements containing

          4   the reason for the reject.  Basically the

          5   definitions of both electric vehicle and electric

          6   vehicle connector describe the attributes of each

          7   entity in detail so the user of the document can

          8   understand what they are and what they are not.

          9            In my opinion, Code-Making Panel 12 acted

         10   appropriately.  Further, the Correlating Committee

         11   did not have any objections on the actions or

         12   statements of Code-Making Panel 12 on any of these

         13   proposals or comments.  Therefore, I would

         14   recommend that the Association membership vote

         15   against this motion.  Thank you.

         16       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any additional

         17   discussion on the floor?  Microphone 3.

         18       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         19   GBH International, in favor of the motion.

         20            The issue is, again, the question of

         21   whether the additional sentences are a definition.

         22   They're not.  They describe what they are.  Plug-in
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         23   electric vehicles are electric vehicles.  Fine.

         24   That is not -- that is a requirement that's part of
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          1   the requirement of the Code.

          2            In the other one, the electric vehicle

          3   connector is part of the electric vehicle coupler.

          4   That is not part of the definition.  The definition

          5   is above.  And it can be connectors, a device that

          6   by insertion into the electric vehicle inlet

          7   establishes electric connection.  There's a

          8   difference between defining something and then

          9   starting to put requirements on what it can or

         10   cannot do.  Thank you.

         11       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion

         12   on the floor?  Mr. Johnston, any additional

         13   comments?

         14       MR. JOHNSTON:  I have no additional comments,

         15   Mr. Chair.

         16       MR. BELL:  With that, we'll move to vote on the

         17   motion on the floor which is to accept

         18   Comments 12-21 and 12-22.  Press 1 if you're in

         19   favor of the motion, and press 2 if you're opposed

         20   to the motion.  Vote now.  5 seconds.

         21            Voting is closed.  Motion fails.

         22            With that, we'll move on to Motion

         23   Sequence Number 70-21.  Microphone 3.

         24       MR. WYSOCKI:  Mr. Chairman, fellow fire
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          1   protection professionals, my name is Thomas Wysocki

          2   of Guardian Services, Incorporated.  I am a member

          3   and an Immediate Past Chairman of the NFPA

          4   Technical Committee on Electronic Computer Systems

          5   responsible for NFPA Standards 75.

          6            It is on behalf of the Technical Committee

          7   that I move acceptance of Proposal 12-129 and

          8   dependent Comment 12-60.

          9       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Is there a second?

         10       A VOICE:  Second.

         11       MR. BELL:  Please proceed.

         12       MR. WYSOCKI:  Acceptance of Proposal 12-129

         13   would remove from the NEC a requirement to stop air

         14   flow through a data center upon detection of smoke

         15   under the raised floor of a data center.

         16            Ladies and gentlemen, a sure way to

         17   disable an entire data center is to shut down

         18   cooling air flow.  Within minutes, temperatures in

         19   this space could rise as much as 40 degrees and all

         20   servers in the data center could cease to operate

         21   due to overheat.  Data in process could be lost;

         22   functions such as life support, emergency services,

         23   and security, which are often provided by IT

         24   equipment, would cease; and irreparable damage to
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          1   the IT equipment could result from the overheat

          2   condition.

          3            Now smoke detectors commonly used in
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          4   modern data centers are capable of sensing very

          5   small quantities of smoke and can detect a fire in

          6   its incipient stage.  The result of shutting down

          7   air flow within a data center in response to

          8   detection of smoke could be worse than the

          9   potential damage due to the detected fire.

         10            Cooling air flow needs to be maintained as

         11   long as the IT equipment is operating.  If

         12   conditions warrant shutdown of IT equipment, time

         13   for orderly program shutdown must be provided while

         14   cooling air flow is continued.

         15            During 2012, the NFPA Technical Committee

         16   processed the TIA which removed this identical

         17   language from the NFPA Standard.  The TIA was

         18   issued by the Standards Council in May of 2011.

         19   Acceptance of this motion will permit data center

         20   designers to work with operations personnel to

         21   implement appropriate sequences of fire detection

         22   and air flow control based on detector response and

         23   operational work requirements.  It will align

         24   Article 645 with the provisions of the NFPA 75
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          1   Standard on Electronic Computer Systems and the TIA

          2   of 2012 as issued by the Standards Council.

          3            On behalf of the NFPA Technical Committee

          4   on Protection of Electronic Computer Systems, I ask

          5   that you support this motion.  Thank you.

          6       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston?

          7       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I would

          8   like to once again defer to the Chair of NEC Code
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          9   Panel 12, Mr. Tim Croushore.

         10       MR. CROUSHORE:  Thank you.  Hello.  My name is

         11   Timothy M. Croushore.  I work for FirstEnergy.  I

         12   represent the electric utility industry through the

         13   Edison Electric Institute.  I am the Chair of

         14   National Electrical Code-Making Panel 12.

         15            I rise to speak in support of this motion.

         16   I would recommend that the Association membership

         17   speak in support of the motion.

         18            As Chair of Code-Making Panel 12, it is my

         19   opinion that the NFPA regulations governing

         20   committee projects were followed during both the

         21   proposal and comment stage by the Technical

         22   Committee.  However, in my opinion, the Technical

         23   Committee may not have landed in the proper place

         24   with this issue.
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          1            So this is going to take some explaining.

          2   It's like the Ricky Ricardo response to, Lucy, you

          3   got some explaining to do.

          4            Proposal 12-129 can be found on

          5   Page 70-685 in the Report on Proposals.  It is a

          6   properly balloted proposal that comes from the NFPA

          7   Technical Committee on Electronic Commuter Systems

          8   who's responsible for the NFPA 75 document, The

          9   Standard of Protection for Information Technology

         10   Equipment.  Note the information about the ballot

         11   and the voting and the names of the individuals

         12   involved because this is important to why and where
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         13   CMP 12 landed.

         14            The issue of the proposal involves

         15   removing a long-standing requirement in

         16   645.5(E)(4), second sentence that states, "The

         17   ventilation shall be so arranged with the approved

         18   smoke detection devices that upon detection of fire

         19   or products of combustion in the under floor space,

         20   the circulation of air will cease."

         21            Code-Making Panel 12 began to understand

         22   the ventilation issue when Proposal 12-114 on

         23   Page 70-682 of the ROP was being discussed.  This

         24   proposal had come first on our docket of work.
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          1   Mr. Stephen McCluer who had previously requested of

          2   the Chair to address CMP 12 about his proposal,

          3   12-114, was granted ten minutes to speak and

          4   answered questions about his proposal as permitted

          5   by the Regulations Governing Committee Project.

          6   Mr. McCluer is a member of the NFPA Technical

          7   Committee on Electronic Computer Systems and was

          8   aware -- and aware of and voted affirmatively on

          9   Proposal 12-129 in the NFPA 75 Committee.

         10   Mr. McCluer spoke and made us aware of his issues.

         11            During the deliberation of CMP 12 on

         12   Proposal 12-114, Dr. Stanley Kaufman, who is also a

         13   member of CMP 12 and the Technical Committee for

         14   NFPA 75, brought up the opposing view.  Note that

         15   he previously balloted negatively on creating

         16   Proposal 12-129 from the Technical Committee, and

         17   the panel members listening to the opposing view
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         18   were concerned about the completely -- about

         19   completely removing the ventilation requirement

         20   from 645-5(E)(4).

         21            After further discussion, a resolution was

         22   offered that CMP 12 accepted in principle

         23   Proposal 12-114, which created a new exception to

         24   645.4(2) that essentially resolves some of the
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          1   ventilation issues for the critical operations data

          2   systems as inspired by Mr. McCluer's proposal.

          3            When the panel docketed Proposal 12-129,

          4   it was rejected, and the statement pointed back to

          5   the action on 12-114 in which the panel believed

          6   that it had resolved the issue.

          7            During the comment stage, CMP 12 received

          8   one comment, Comment 12-60, to delete the newly

          9   created exception.  CMP 12 rejected this comment

         10   because it would have deleted the fix created

         11   during the proposal stage.  There were no comments

         12   on the original Proposal 12-129 from the NFPA 75

         13   Technical Committee or its members.

         14            Therefore, in my opinion, CMP 12 acted

         15   consistently and in accordance with the

         16   regulations.

         17            The outcome of the NITMAM, or the

         18   Certified Amending Motion, does two things.  It

         19   moves forward Proposal 12-129 which deletes the

         20   second sentence that states about the ventilation,

         21   and it also moves forward Comment 12-60 that
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         22   deletes the newly created exception to 645.4(2)

         23   found in Proposal 12-114.

         24            After reviewing the ventilation
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          1   requirements and the options that are contained in

          2   NFPA 75 and discussing the course of events with

          3   Mr. Wysocki, who had just spoken -- he is also the

          4   former Chair of the NFPA 75 Committee and the

          5   submitter of the NITMAM -- I believe that this

          6   action and motion are appropriate.  Therefore, I

          7   would recommend that the Association membership

          8   support this Certified Amending Motion.

          9       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.

         10       DR. KAUFMAN:  I am Dr. Stanley Kaufman.  I am

         11   speaking in opposition to the motion.  I was the

         12   negative vote on NFPA 75, and I was with the

         13   unanimous members of Panel 12 and their actions.

         14            When Mr. Wysocki submitted his proposal,

         15   he raised a very important issue, that is, about

         16   shutting the air down, and Panel 12 responded by

         17   putting an exception as you just heard.  The

         18   exception read, "Where information and technology

         19   equipment is installed in a critical operations

         20   data system in compliance with 645.10(B), a

         21   procedure shall be permitted that controls the

         22   cessation of the air circulation within the zone."

         23   So Panel 12 agreed for relief provided you're a

         24   critical operations data center.
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                                                                      129

          1            If you then go to 645.10 and look at the

          2   requirements, there are five conditions to the

          3   critical operations data center.  I would like to

          4   read you one.  "An approved procedure has been

          5   established and maintained for moving power and air

          6   movement within the room or zone."

          7            So basically, if you're a critical

          8   operations data system and you have planned ahead

          9   what you want to do, you can do what you think is

         10   best.

         11            In response to the Panel 12 action,

         12   Panel 12 got two comments from Mr. Wysocki which

         13   basically said delete what you did before and he

         14   did not suggest anything to wordsmith what we did.

         15            The panel rejected the comments

         16   unanimously; and, in their statement, pointed out

         17   that references to NFPA 75 are an informational

         18   notice.  As you all know, the National Electrical

         19   Code is not permitted to have mandatory

         20   requirements that point to another standard.  So

         21   although we have numerous, in fact, five

         22   informational notices referred to NFPA 75, they're

         23   not enforceable.

         24            I urge you to support the Panel 12 action
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          1   which was unanimous and reject this motion.

          2       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 2.

          3       MR. ROBIN:  Mark Robin, representing the Fire
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          4   Suppression Systems Association, the FSSA.  The

          5   FSSA supports this motion.  Thank you.

          6       MR. BELL:  Microphone 3.

          7       MR. WYSOCKI:  Thomas Wysocki, Guardian

          8   Services, representing the NFPA Technical Committee

          9   on Electronic Computer Systems, speaking in favor

         10   of the motion.

         11            I would like to point out that the relief

         12   granted to critical operations data centers does

         13   not extend to all data centers.  Some of the

         14   provisions that are required for a critical

         15   operations data center in the NEC would not

         16   necessarily apply to every data center, and yet the

         17   problem was shutting down air flow upon detection

         18   of any smoke in the subfloor applies across the

         19   board.

         20            Further, this provision for shutting down

         21   air flow did not appear in the NEC until 2002, and

         22   this was put in there not in response to any

         23   technical problem with continuing air flow after

         24   detection of smoke.  It was put in in response to
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          1   some problems that surfaced in certain

          2   jurisdictions, particularly in Massachusetts, with

          3   inspectors treating the subfloor areas as plenums

          4   and, therefore, requiring plenum cable there and

          5   not allowing the relief which the NEC Article 645

          6   permits.

          7            There was a decision back in 1991 by the
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          8   Standards Council which clearly placed the

          9   jurisdiction over the contents of a subfloor with

         10   NFPA 75, not 98.  So it was quite appropriate that

         11   75 should have jurisdiction over the contents and

         12   the ventilations.  With respect to the electrical

         13   wiring, NFPA 75 defers to Article 645 and calls out

         14   Article 645.

         15            And that is all I have for right now until

         16   Mr. Kaufman -- Dr. Kaufman responds apparently.

         17   Thank you.

         18       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 5.

         19       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         20   GBH International, speaking for NAFRA, in

         21   opposition to the motion.

         22            I'm a little bit confused as to why

         23   Mr. Croushore, the Chairman of the Panel 12, spoke

         24   in support of the motion.  Panel 12 voted
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          1   unanimously to reject Proposal 12-129 which this

          2   action seeks to accept.  There was no opposition,

          3   no comment, and the substantiation said see the

          4   panel action statement on 12-114.  And 12-114 was

          5   unanimously approved by Panel 12.  And 12-114 does

          6   provide the relief exception for critical operation

          7   systems that NFPA 75 members wished.

          8            So everything has been done appropriately,

          9   and I see no reason to grant this, and I see no

         10   reason that Panel 12 members -- nothing has changed

         11   that would require them to change their mind.  So I

         12   urge you to oppose this motion.
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         13       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.

         14       DR. KAUFMAN:  I am Dr. Stanley Kaufman with

         15   CableSafe, a member of Panel 12.  I'm speaking

         16   against the motion.

         17            I agree a hundred percent with Tom Wysocki

         18   that this only applies to critical operations data

         19   systems.  That's the completed -- that is the

         20   intent of the Panel 12.  We discussed that and

         21   that's exactly what the panel wanted.  They wanted

         22   the protections that are in the critical operations

         23   data system.  They did not want to give carte

         24   blanche to do what you want anywhere you want any
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          1   time you want.

          2       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

          3       MR. WYSOCKI:  Thomas Wysocki, Guardian

          4   Services, speaking in favor of the motion.

          5            This goes beyond simply shutting down air

          6   flow and possibly overheating IT equipment.  It

          7   impacts the efficacy of the fire detection and fire

          8   suppression systems that NFPA 75 requires for data

          9   centers.  And by the way, NFPA 75 is now recognized

         10   in the Life Safety Code.

         11            Fire detection is often designed to detect

         12   fires in the incipient stage, and the positioning

         13   of detectors takes into account the air flow.  As a

         14   matter of fact, air flow has increased so much and

         15   the various configurations for handling air flow in

         16   data centers have evolved to a point where there is
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         17   currently a fire protection research foundation

         18   project to study the effects of air flow and help

         19   us optimize the positioning of smoke detectors

         20   within data centers.

         21            Now when we shut down air flow, we impact

         22   the movement of smoke through the space, and we

         23   impact it in a way that is not accounted for in the

         24   positioning of the detectors.  Detectors are
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          1   positioned within the space taking into account

          2   continuous air flow.  Then depending on the level

          3   of alarm, and the number of alarm levels can be

          4   implemented in these modern detection systems,

          5   there are appropriate actions that could be taken,

          6   such as first level of alarm would require trained

          7   personnel to investigate, depending on the

          8   particular application.  Second level of alarm

          9   might start to de-power equipment.  Third level of

         10   alarm might discharge a clean agent fire

         11   suppression system.

         12            It's not a one-size-fits-all situation,

         13   and NFPA 75 has long recognized this.  We rejected

         14   the idea of automatic shutdown of air flow back in

         15   2001.  It was picked up in 2009 inadvertently as a

         16   result of the reference policy of NFPA and, as soon

         17   as we saw it in there, we removed it by means of a

         18   TIA.  And the appropriate place for these decisions

         19   is not in the NEC, but it should be based on the

         20   data center design and operational characteristics

         21   working in accordance with NFPA 75.
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         22       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 2.

         23       MS. NELISSEN:  Tina Nelissen with Amerex

         24   Corporation.  I'm speaking for the motion.
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          1            FEMA that I'm a representative of on the

          2   Technical Committee for NFPA 75 supports the

          3   motion.

          4       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion?

          5   Microphone 2.

          6       MR. CROUSHORE:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I

          7   would like to discuss which I thought was pretty

          8   clear in my long --

          9       MR. BELL:  Your name and affiliation.

         10       MR. CROUSHORE:  My name is Timothy Croushore.

         11   I work for FirstEnergy.  I represent the electric

         12   utility industry through the Edison Electric

         13   Institute.  I am the Chair of National Electrical

         14   Code-Making Panel 12.

         15            I would like to address why I landed where

         16   I did and why I believe that the CMP 12 may not

         17   have landed, and this is my opinion.  I thought I

         18   addressed this before and addressed the previous

         19   comments.

         20            If you look at Proposal 12-129, okay, it

         21   was voted on by the NFPA 75 Technical Committee 13

         22   to 1.  The only opposing was Dr. Kaufman.  On

         23   Code-Making Panel 12, I had two representatives

         24   from the NFPA 75 Committee, one being Mr. McCluer,
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          1   two being Dr. Kaufman, okay.  After Mr. McCluer

          2   speaks about his proposal, he cannot engage in the

          3   deliberation of the discussion, okay.  So what

          4   happens is only the Committee heard the negative

          5   during the deliberation.

          6            So I believe that CMP 12 may not have

          7   landed in the proper place.  That is why I support

          8   the motion.

          9       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Further discussion?

         10   Seeing no one at the microphone, we'll go to the

         11   motion on the floor which is to accept

         12   Proposal 12-129 and dependent Comment 12-60.  Press

         13   1 if you're in favor of the motion and 2 if you're

         14   opposed.  Vote now.  5 seconds.

         15            Voting is closed.  Motion passes.

         16            We'll move on to Sequence Number 70-22.

         17   Is there a motion?  Microphone 2.

         18       DR. KAUFMAN:  Yes.  I am Dr. Stanley Kaufman.

         19   I'm here for Ralph Transue as a designated

         20   representative.  I move to accept Comment 12-65.

         21       MR. BELL:  Okay.  The motion on the floor is to

         22   accept Comment 12-65, and you are a designated

         23   representative.  Is there a second?

         24       A VOICE:  Second.
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          1       MR. BELL:  Please proceed.

          2       DR. KAUFMAN:  This motion would not have been
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          3   made had not the Correlating Committee reversed

          4   Panel 12's action on Comment 12-56(A).  So we kind

          5   of think of this as Plan B since Plan A was shot

          6   down.

          7            The motion deals with proposals and

          8   comments that address the concern that the term

          9   "critical operations data system" could be

         10   interpreted to be related, i.e., require a critical

         11   operations power system in accordance with Article

         12   708, Critical Operations Power Systems.

         13            In response to Comment 12-65, which was

         14   rejected, the panel generated 12-56(A) and put a

         15   new informational note which says, "The designation

         16   of critical operations data system does not

         17   necessarily imply the site requires a critical

         18   operations power system nor does the use of a

         19   critical operations power system imply the

         20   installation is a critical operations data system."

         21            Unfortunately, the Correlating Committee

         22   overrode that because they thought it had a

         23   requirement.  So we're falling back on asking that,

         24   instead, the original Comment 12-65 be passed.
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          1   That will achieve the same purpose but in a

          2   different place.

          3       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston?

          4       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I once

          5   again would like to defer to the Chair of NEC Code

          6   Panel 12, Mr. Tim Croushore, please.

          7       MR. CROUSHORE:  Hello.  My name is
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          8   Timothy M. Croushore.  I work for FirstEnergy.  I

          9   represent the electric utility industry through the

         10   Edison Electric Institute.  I am the Chair of

         11   National Electrical Code-Making Panel 12.  I rise

         12   and speak in support of the motion.  I would

         13   recommend the Association membership support the

         14   approval of this motion.

         15            As Chair of Code-Making Panel 12, it is my

         16   opinion that the NFPA regulations governing

         17   committee projects were followed during both the

         18   proposal and comment stage by the Technical

         19   Committee.  In my opinion, the Technical Committee

         20   did land in the proper place with this issue.

         21            During the comment stage, the Technical

         22   Committee created Comment 12-56(A) that inserted an

         23   informational note to aid in the interpretation of

         24   the issue.  CMP 12 carefully worded the
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          1   informational note trying to convey information

          2   without breaking the rules of informational notes.

          3            However, the Correlating Committee upon

          4   their review said the informational note contained

          5   the requirements and rejected Comment 12-56(A)

          6   that's found on Page 70-321 of the ROC.  The

          7   technical issue of this motion and Comment 12-65 is

          8   how Article 645, Information Technology Equipment,

          9   relates to Article 708, Critical Operations Power

         10   Systems.

         11            Many times a critical operations facility
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         12   will have both an Article 708, Critical Operations

         13   Power System and Installation and an Article 645,

         14   Critical Operations Data System.  Since both

         15   articles contain alternate information on

         16   installation and wiring methods, an interpretation

         17   issue arises as to which Article applies to the

         18   power wiring within the data center.

         19            Further, the definitions of both these

         20   systems in the .2 section of both the articles are

         21   very similar which adds to the controversy and

         22   potential interpretation issue.

         23            In my opinion, CMP 12 sees these two

         24   systems as two unique systems, wiring for an
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          1   Article 645 system in an Article 645 space could

          2   follow Article 645 for wiring, and an Article 708

          3   system should follow Article 708.

          4            The crux of the issue is why CMP 12 chose

          5   the informational note route.  By definition, both

          6   articles have an optional component for business

          7   continuity.  A business owner could choose to beef

          8   up the wiring in their particular data center and

          9   implement the wiring methods of Article 708 in that

         10   space.  However, the panel wanted to make it clear

         11   that if the facility had an Article 708 space or

         12   spaces, these wiring techniques of Article 708 were

         13   not mandatory in the data center even if the data

         14   center had a critical operations data system.

         15            The outcome of the Certified Amending

         16   Motion basically makes Article 645 independent of
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         17   the requirements of Article 708.  And since the

         18   Correlating Committee rejected -- since the

         19   Correlating Committee's rejection removed the

         20   informational note, I would recommend the

         21   Association membership support the Certified

         22   Amending Motion.  I also believe the Correlating

         23   Committee acted appropriately also.  Thank you.

         24       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.
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          1       MR. BAIRD:  Yes, Mr. Chairman.  Robert Baird,

          2   Independent Electrical Contractors Association

          3   speaking for the Electrical section.

          4            After consideration at our meeting on

          5   Tuesday, the Electoral section voted to support

          6   this motion.

          7       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion?

          8   Seeing no one at the mics, we'll move to the motion

          9   on the floor which is to accept Comment 12-65.

         10   Press 1 if you're in favor of the motion and press

         11   2 if you're opposed.  Vote now.  5 seconds.

         12            Voting is closed.  Motion passes.

         13            Move on to Motion Sequence Number 70-23.

         14       MS. THOMPSON:  Mr. Chairman, my name is

         15   Elaine Thompson.  I'm representing the Steel Tube

         16   Institute, speaking in favor of the motion to

         17   accept Comment 13-47.

         18            May I ask if we're able to group some of

         19   these?  There were 12 CAMs.  We have about --

         20       MR. BELL:  No.  We're going to work
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         21   individually, yes.

         22       MS. THOMPSON:  All right.  Thank you.  This

         23   comment seeks to retain the long-standing use of 2

         24   inches of concrete encasement to protect wiring in
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          1   Article 695.  That's fire pump.  This Article

          2   allows various means of providing fire and

          3   mechanical --

          4       MR. BELL:  Can you make your motion so we can

          5   get that on the floor?

          6       MS. THOMPSON:  I thought I did.

          7       MR. BELL:  So the motion on the floor is to

          8   accept Comment 13-47.  I didn't get a second.

          9   Sorry about that.  So is there a second?

         10       A VOICE:  Second.

         11       MR. BELL:  I hear a second.  Please proceed,

         12   now.  Sorry about that.

         13       MS. THOMPSON:  I'm going to start all over.

         14            This comment seeks to retain the

         15   long-standing use of 2 inches of concrete

         16   encasement to protect wiring in Article 695, Fire

         17   Pump Installations.  This Article allows various

         18   means of providing fire and mechanical protection

         19   for conductors.  For example, the main requirement

         20   is, Where routed through a building, the conductor

         21   shall be installed using one of the following

         22   methods.  The list of allowable methods includes,

         23   as it has for years, 2 inches of concrete

         24   encasement.  It also includes a fire-rated assembly
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          1   dedicated to a fire pump circuit or a listed

          2   electrical circuit protective systems.  Those are

          3   in UL Fire-Resistive Directories.  It might be

          4   wraps, mats, fire-resistive cables and conduit or

          5   MI cable.

          6            The fire-rating requirements of the last

          7   two methods were changed in 2008 for Article 695

          8   from one hour to two hours based on the proposal

          9   submitted by a fire-resistive cable manufacturer.

         10   Panel 13 at that time accepted the change from one

         11   to two hours for those two methods but did not

         12   accept the change to 2 inches of concrete stating,

         13   "2 inches of concrete has provided the industry

         14   with a prescriptive benchmark that has served the

         15   industry well.  The substantiation doesn't

         16   demonstrate that the use of 2 inches has

         17   compromised the integrity of the circuit."

         18            So let's fast forward to the 2014 Cycle.

         19   The substantiation submitted by the fire-resistive

         20   cable consultant simply stated that the

         21   International Building Code shows 2 inches of

         22   concrete encasement is not sufficient for two-hour

         23   fire protection.  Since no documentation was

         24   included in substantiation, we assume they are
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          1   referring to a table in the IBC about fire

          2   endurance.  However, that table includes no
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          3   reference about the impact of wiring methods inside

          4   the slab.

          5            Also, we don't think the substantiation is

          6   completely accurate in that the 2012 IBC does allow

          7   control and power wiring to be encased in 2 inches

          8   of concrete as an alternative to using a two-hour

          9   fire-rated cable or two-hour fire barriers.

         10            Now this is in a totally separate section,

         11   Fire Protection Systems, Ventilation Systems, and

         12   it appears in the IBC not in the National

         13   Electrical Code.

         14            We believe there's no evidence of a

         15   problem with continuing to allow the use of

         16   2 inches of concrete encasement as a viable

         17   alternative and agree with one of the negative

         18   voters on the panel who stated, "The 2-inch

         19   requirement should remain intact until such time as

         20   a thorough study on the topic be performed and

         21   sound technical substantiation can accompany a

         22   proposal to change this time-honored requirement."

         23            I recommend the Association vote in favor

         24   of this motion.
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          1       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Before we proceed

          2   further, I did want to point out that if this

          3   motion passes, we will not entertain a motion on

          4   Motion Sequence Number 70-25 and 70-26 because this

          5   action would render them moot.  If you want to

          6   discuss 70-25 and 70-26, it would be appropriate to
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          7   do that during this motion.  Mr. Johnston.

          8       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I would

          9   like to defer to Designated Interim Chair of NEC

         10   Code Panel 13, Mr. John Kovacik, please.

         11       MR. KOVACIK:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Thank

         12   you, Chairman of the Correlating Committee,

         13   Mr. Johnston.  As the Interim Chair of Panel 13,

         14   yes, I am John Kovacik with Underwriters

         15   Laboratories, and today I speak to you on behalf of

         16   Code Panel 13 against the motion on the floor.

         17            This particular issue started in the last

         18   Code Cycle when we were preparing for the 2011

         19   edition of the NEC.  The proponents of removing the

         20   allowance for 2 inches of concrete in the Code did

         21   not have enough evidence that supported its removal

         22   according to the feelings of the panel, the

         23   position of the panel at that time.  So the issue

         24   was held over until the present Code Cycle.
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          1            The proponents came back in this Code

          2   Cycle with more evidence, more research, more

          3   information that the panel felt at that time

          4   supported the removal of the 2 inches of concrete

          5   allowance.  And that's where the panel position

          6   stood at the end of the proposal stage of this

          7   process.

          8            I'm not going to go into the details with

          9   regards to the technical issues.  I'll let other

         10   speakers do that, but I would like to talk about

         11   how this played out within the panel.
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         12            All of us here know that the process of

         13   standards-making requires consensus building; and

         14   when you come to the table to develop a code or

         15   standard, you have to have that spirit in mind.

         16   And I was not the chairman of the panel when this

         17   issue was discussed.  The chairman at that time was

         18   a fellow by the name of Mr. Don Bliss.  I would

         19   like to commend him for his exceptional ability to

         20   develop what I would describe as a compromise,

         21   something that could satisfy people on both sides

         22   of the issue.

         23            This particular issue is no different than

         24   many others that this body has seen and discussed
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          1   over the many years of working within the NEC

          2   process.  There were convincing arguments on both

          3   sides.  Both sides were very passionate about their

          4   positions.

          5            As I just mentioned a few moments ago, at

          6   the end of the proposal stage, the panel had

          7   supported to take the 2-inch allowance out,

          8   therefore, allowing no opportunity to provide for

          9   2 inches.  What happened at the comment stage is

         10   the panel was able to come to a compromise, and

         11   that is the current language, if it goes into the

         12   2014 Code, will allow 2 inches of concrete with the

         13   condition that it be on grade, 2 inches on grade,

         14   which is in the current language.  So what's

         15   missing is the ability to use 2 inches without any
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         16   restriction.

         17            So I think the panel did a very good job

         18   in pleasing all of those that were involved in the

         19   issue and were involved in the debate; and,

         20   therefore, I'm very comfortable with the language

         21   that is going to go into the Code that we currently

         22   have as a result of what the panel has decided on,

         23   and I urge this body to support the panel action

         24   and vote against the motion on the floor.  Thank
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          1   you, Mr. Chairman.

          2       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

          3       MR. ODE:  Mark Ode, Underwriters Laboratories,

          4   principal member of Panel 13, and I'm in support of

          5   the motion.

          6            Like the Chairman, the Acting Chairman,

          7   Mr. Kovacik, said, this has been a very

          8   controversial issue for a couple of Code cycles.

          9   Last Code Cycle when they brought this issue in

         10   front of the panel, originally they talked about

         11   having each one of the installations engineered to

         12   do exactly -- testing on exactly what we're talking

         13   about but on an individual basis and an individual

         14   installation, and obviously that couldn't be done

         15   on every single job.  So they did bring it back

         16   this Code Cycle, but I don't think that they

         17   provided the proper amount of the information.  And

         18   I speak again in support of this motion.

         19            Proposals and comments did not provide any

         20   technical substantiation for the change from
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         21   2 inches of concrete in the existing NEC text to

         22   4 inches of concrete for the 2014 NEC.  The NFPA

         23   and Fire Protection Handbook states, There are many

         24   different factors that can affect heat transfer
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          1   other than the thickness of concrete.  Concrete is

          2   a low thermal conductivity with a low thermal

          3   capacity.  Pre-stressed concrete has a different

          4   heat transfer ratio than light weight concrete.

          5   Steel reinforcement within concrete will affect the

          6   heat transfer; and the type of aggregate used

          7   within the concrete also affects the heat transfer.

          8   In fact, aggregate use in the concrete can vary

          9   throughout the United States.  Concrete in direct

         10   contact with the earth, as mentioned by

         11   Mr. Kovacik, will have a different heat transfer

         12   than concrete installed as a wall or floor/ceiling

         13   installation for multiple floor locations and

         14   moisture content of the concrete will affect heat

         15   transfer.

         16            Furthermore, light-weight concrete has

         17   much different heat transfer rates than regular

         18   reinforcing pre-stressed concrete as I said before.

         19            The submitter could have provided a

         20   fact-finding study on the different types of

         21   concrete that could be used, the recommended

         22   thickness, and address variables with the amount of

         23   heat transfer for each application so the panel can

         24   act on the technical matters for this change rather
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          1   than just guessing at a depth of concrete.

          2            I recommend rejecting these certifying --

          3   basically to address these issues, I'm recommending

          4   accepting these motions and not changing the

          5   technical substantiation for these applications.  I

          6   would recommend that we put this time extension

          7   between the 2014 and the 2017 NEC so that we can do

          8   some technical studies and have a fact-finding

          9   report developed for this application.  Thank you.

         10       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.

         11       MR. CONRAD:  My name is James Conrad with

         12   RSCC Wire & Cable, and I speak opposed to the

         13   motion on the floor.  I am also a member of

         14   Code-Making Panel 13.

         15            Let's review the facts first.  We decided

         16   in C1513 to require two-hour protection for the

         17   fire pump feeders.  That's a fact.  We also accept

         18   a two-hour fire-rated cable, and we also accept a

         19   two-hour fire-rated assembly.  That assembly is

         20   listed to UL 263.

         21            And then we reviewed the concrete

         22   thickness.  And as Mr. Ode just very eloquently

         23   delivered, there are all different types of

         24   concrete.  There is all different types of
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          1   aggregate.  And the information that was submitted
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          2   to the panel was tables from the International

          3   Building Code and the Fire Protection Handbook.

          4   And let me tell you what they say.

          5            Table 721.2.2.1 has minimum slab thickness

          6   of concrete.  For one-hour protection, you need

          7   between 2.5- and 3.5-inch thick concrete.

          8   Remember, that's for one hour.  For two hours, you

          9   need 3.6 to 5 inches of concrete for a two-hour

         10   rating.  And how are they doing this?  They're

         11   measuring the heat flux through the concrete.  And

         12   why are those variations there?  Because that

         13   addresses the different types of concrete and

         14   aggregate.  That's why that range is there.

         15            Table 19.2.7 of the National Fire

         16   Protection -- Fire Protection Handbook says the

         17   same thing.  One hour is between 2.3 and 3 inches.

         18   Two hours is between 4 and 4 and a half inches.

         19            Table 19.2.2 has a thermal radiant

         20   concrete after a two-hour fire test.  At 2-inch

         21   coverage, that thermal couple reaches 600 degrees

         22   Fahrenheit.  At 4 inches, it's 350 degrees

         23   Fahrenheit.

         24            When UL tests concrete or drywall
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          1   assembly, they look at the temperature rise on the

          2   opposite side of the exposed fire surface.  And it

          3   is tested in the same manner as we accepted a

          4   two-hour drywall assembly.

          5            To stand here and say leave it at 2 inches

          6   is dangerous.  There is information that has been
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          7   submitted to the bodies to prove that 2 inches is

          8   not adequate to provide two-hour protection.  I am

          9   in opposition on of the motion on the floor.  Thank

         10   you, Mr. Chair.

         11       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

         12       MR. ISMAN:  Thank you.  Mr. Chair.  My name is

         13   Ken Isman, and I am with the National Fire

         14   Sprinkler Association, and I'm speaking in favor of

         15   this motion.

         16            The original substantiation for this

         17   proposal is in error.  That substantiation states,

         18   "The fire protection requirement for critical

         19   circuits in Article 695 is two hours."  Now that's

         20   an incorrect statement.

         21            Now we just heard from the previous

         22   speaker that the panel wanted the requirement to

         23   become two hours, but that's a little bit different

         24   than what they're actually stating in their
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          1   substantiation.  They're stating that it is two

          2   hours.  They're starting from the premise somehow

          3   that they think the requirements were already at

          4   two hours and that somehow there was some error

          5   with the 2 inches of concrete or brick and that now

          6   they're trying to solve that error.

          7            But that's not really the case.  The rules

          8   have always provided for options.  And while one of

          9   the options was a two-hour fire protective circuit

         10   rating, it wasn't the only option.  And 2 inches of
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         11   brick have been allowed as an option for a long

         12   time.

         13            The list of options goes back to the 1993

         14   edition of NFPA 20 when the Committee first created

         15   a list of a number of options that you could use to

         16   protect the conductors, including 2 inches of

         17   concrete or brick, 4 for a listed circuit

         18   protection system with a minimum fire-resistance

         19   rating.

         20            Now in 1996, those rules were changed and

         21   pulled from NFPA 20 into the new Article 695 in the

         22   NEC.  But the 2 inches of concrete or brick

         23   remained as a reasonable option to the two-hour

         24   fire-resistance rating.
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          1            Now considering that fire protection

          2   systems in many buildings with fire pumps only have

          3   30-minute or 60-minute duration requirements for

          4   the water supply, a fire-resistance rating of two

          5   hours seems like overkill.  It was certainly an

          6   acceptable way to meet the rule, but it shouldn't

          7   be the only way to meet the rule.

          8            So even if 2 inches of concrete or brick

          9   are not going to meet a two-hour fire-resistance

         10   rating, they should still be considered as an

         11   acceptable mechanism for meeting the minimum

         12   requirements for getting power to a fire pump.

         13            There is no loss history to justify

         14   getting rid of this requirement that's been around

         15   in fire protection for a long, long time; and we
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         16   urge the membership to vote in favor of this

         17   motion.

         18       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 5.

         19       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         20   GBH International, speaking for NAFRA, in

         21   opposition to the motion.

         22            I want to point out I think, first of all,

         23   that the gentleman who just spoke, Mr. Isman,

         24   acknowledged that two hours -- sorry, that 2 inches
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          1   of concrete doesn't give you two-hour rating.

          2   Mr. Ode first doesn't accept that two hours of

          3   concrete doesn't give you two-hour rating.  That's

          4   been an established fact.  There's plenty of tables

          5   everywhere demonstrating how much -- what kind of

          6   fire-resistance rating you get with 2 inches of

          7   concrete.  So the question is do we need two hours?

          8   That's the question, not whether it's 2 inches of

          9   concrete.

         10            The other two options in here are

         11   fire-rated assembly listed to achieve a minimum

         12   fire rating of two hours and dedicated fire pump

         13   circuit or a listed circuit, electrical circuit

         14   protective system with a minimum two-hour fire

         15   rating.  So the other options in here are two-hour

         16   ratings.  So that's why making the change to

         17   require the two-hour rating in some way, either do

         18   it through 4 inches of concrete or, as Mr. Kovacik

         19   eloquently explained, 2 inches but on grade to get
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         20   the additional safety is the right way to go.

         21            And we'll be discussing a number of these

         22   motions, every one of them in different articles,

         23   and it's the same kind of concept, the same issue.

         24   The other requirements are all for two-hour
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          1   ratings.  So we need to continue having two-hour

          2   fire-resistance rating throughout.

          3            Now there was some discussion that there

          4   is one place in the IBC where there is an

          5   exception, but that is an exception for one

          6   specific application only, for smoke exhaust

          7   systems and not a generic exception.

          8            So, in general, two-hour rating requires

          9   more than 2 inches of concrete.  Please oppose the

         10   motion.  Thank you.

         11       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

         12       MR. BACLAWSKI:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

         13   Vince Baclawski, National Electrical Manufacturers

         14   Association.

         15            NEMA speaks in support of the motion.

         16   Thank you.

         17       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 5.

         18       MR. DOLLARD:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  My name

         19   is Jim Dollard, representing the International

         20   Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, and I rise in

         21   opposition to the motion on the floor.

         22            As a member of Code-Making Panel 13, I can

         23   tell you that we debated this at length.  You heard

         24   from the Interim Chair John Kovacik that we
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          1   actually did this last Cycle.  It got overturned by

          2   the Correlating Committee because it looked a

          3   little bit like new information.  In my opinion, it

          4   wasn't.  So we did it last Cycle and we did it

          5   again this Cycle, and we did it for a significant

          6   reason.  It was the right thing to do.

          7            What this whole issue comes down to is

          8   where did the 2 inches come from?  I know where the

          9   2 inches came from.  It came from 230.6 in the

         10   National Electrical Code that allows you to use

         11   2 inches of concrete or brick to give physical

         12   protection to service conductors if you were to

         13   bring them inside the building.  If you did that,

         14   you would consider those conductors outside the

         15   building.

         16            Code-Making Panel 13 did increase the fire

         17   rating to two hours for fire pumps.  In 1980,

         18   NFPA 20 picked up the 2 inches, but they got it

         19   from the NEC.  Where did it come from?  It was

         20   about physical protection, not fire rated.  We were

         21   given substantial information, and we had to act on

         22   that information, and we did the right thing.  We

         23   went to 4 inches.

         24            As you heard earlier, there's I don't know

�
                                                                      158

          1   how many different types of concrete.  They're all
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          2   going to react differently.  That's why some of

          3   those tables that you heard from NFPA documents and

          4   IBC documents give you a range there.

          5            I would also like to point out that in the

          6   National Electrical Code, in Article 450 for

          7   transformers, we have a three-hour rating for

          8   concrete.  It's 6 inches.  It's 6 inches.

          9            We did the right thing.  Two-hour fire

         10   rating.  4 inches.  Please oppose the motion on the

         11   floor.  Thank you.

         12       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

         13       MR. BRETT:  Martin Brett, Wheatland Tube,

         14   speaking for myself.  I, too, have several --

         15       MR. BELL:  Speaking for the motion?

         16       MR. BRETT:  I am for the motion.

         17       MR. BELL:  Thank you.

         18       MR. BRETT:  I have several concerns.  Some of

         19   the lack of substantiation of failures and whether

         20   a two-hour rating is really needed at this point.

         21            But, additionally, I also have the timing

         22   of this change.  2 inches of concrete has long been

         23   allowed for years.  It provides protection.  One of

         24   the other methods allowed which would serve
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          1   protective systems is under review by UL and it's

          2   unknown when the issue will be resolved.  Early on,

          3   UL stated that the Joint Techno Committee will have

          4   between 12 to 15 months to complete.

          5            While this is being investigated, do we
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          6   really want to make a change that is long-standing

          7   allowed for 2 inches of concrete and has no

          8   substantiation of a problem?  Please support the

          9   motion.

         10       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.

         11       MR. HICKMAN:  Palmer Hickman, IBEW.  I would

         12   like to call the question.

         13       A VOICE:  Second.

         14       MR. BELL:  The motion on the floor is to call

         15   the question.  I hear a second.  So we'll move

         16   directly to that motion.  Again, the motion on the

         17   floor is to call the question.  Press 1 if you're

         18   in favor of the motion.  Press 2 if you're opposed.

         19   Vote now.  5 seconds.

         20            Voting is closed.  Motion passes.

         21            So we'll move directly to the motion on

         22   the floor which is to accept Comment 13-47.  Press

         23   1 if you're in favor of the motion and press 2 if

         24   you are opposed.  Vote now.  5 seconds.
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          1            Voting is closed.  Motion fails.

          2            We'll entertain now Motion Sequence Number

          3   70-25.  Is there a motion for Sequence Number

          4   70-25?  Or 76 -- I mean, 70-26?  26, 25, either

          5   one.  They're related motions.

          6       MR. NASBY:  My name is Jim Nasby, Columbia

          7   Engineering, representing myself.  I speak in favor

          8   of that motion.

          9       MR. BELL:  Okay.  And your motion is?

         10       MR. NASBY:  To accept the comment.
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         11       MR. BELL:  13-54?

         12       MR. NASBY:  One second.

         13       MR. BELL:  Hold on just one second.  I'm sorry.

         14   The motion that you want to make, Mr. Nasby, is to

         15   accept Comment 13-54; is that correct?

         16       MR. NASBY:  That's correct.

         17       MR. BELL:  So the motion is to accept

         18   Comment 13-54.  Is there a second?

         19       A VOICE:  Second.

         20       MR. BELL:  There's a second.  Please proceed.

         21       MR. NASBY:  My name is Jim Nasby, again,

         22   representing Columbia Engineering, but I'm

         23   representing myself.  I'm a member of NFPA 20.  I

         24   was a former member of Code-Making Panel 13,
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          1   particularly when the change in wire protective

          2   systems was changed from one hour to two hours, and

          3   I do want to inform the Association that if you

          4   haven't seen the bulletin, that UL has removed the

          5   listing on a great number of these systems for

          6   further study.  So the number of systems available

          7   is very limited.

          8            Number one point is, throughout this

          9   process, no field problems were offered or

         10   introduced by the people wanting to increase the

         11   thickness of the concrete.  They're trying to tie

         12   this concrete requirement to an hour, a requirement

         13   that's used in other systems.  There's no

         14   correlation.  And as they stated themselves,
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         15   there's too many variables to even think about.  So

         16   to try to place an equivalency, it doesn't make

         17   sense.

         18            This change was introduced in the proposal

         19   stage to change 2 inches to 4 inches, and the panel

         20   rejected that and added the two-hour requirement

         21   instead.  Then in the comment stage, they reversed

         22   that out and put in -- changed it from two to four

         23   hours.  Therefore, this has not had adequate public

         24   review because it was done in a comment stage, not
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          1   in a proposal stage.

          2            Now the two-hour requirement was changed

          3   from one hour to two hours.  Part of the response

          4   of NFPA 20 which established protective times for

          5   the pump room, but the pump room only has to

          6   survive one hour if it's sprinklered which is the

          7   majority of the cases.  So in most cases, two hours

          8   is not needed even for a protective system.  You

          9   heard Ken Isman say that many times, you don't have

         10   that much water anyway.

         11            This requirement is extremely onerous.  It

         12   will make it -- I think there's the doorbell -- I

         13   think it will make it very onerous for small risks

         14   and especially for retrofitting sprinklers for

         15   small installations like nursing homes, college

         16   dormitories, and the like.  This is a very

         17   difficult thing to try to accomplish.  And, again,

         18   for what reason?  No failures or problems, field

         19   problems have been indicated.
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         20            The requirement for 2 inches was added in

         21   the 1980 edition of NFPA 20, by the way.  That's

         22   how it got into 695.

         23            Again, UL has voted against this change in

         24   a number of their comments.  And their
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          1   substantiation says trying to correlate the time

          2   with the inches of concrete for reasons that both

          3   the proponents and opponents of this motion have

          4   already stated, there's too many variables.  I'm

          5   asking for support, therefore, of this motion which

          6   will increase fire protection, not reduce it

          7   because of the difficulty in both new and retrofit

          8   installations of trying to make it a 4-inch

          9   requirement particularly since no reason has been

         10   shown.  Thanks.

         11       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston?

         12       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  Once

         13   again, I would like to defer to the Interim Chair

         14   of NEC Code Panel 13, Mr. John Kovacik, please.

         15       MR. KOVACIK:  Thank you, Michael.

         16   John Kovacik, Underwriters Laboratories.  As the

         17   Interim Chair of Panel 13, I speak on behalf of

         18   Code-Making Panel 13.  I speak against the motion

         19   on the floor.

         20            I have nothing new to add.  This is

         21   essentially the same issue that we've been

         22   discussing.  I would like to emphasize to this body

         23   again, as I said previously, that what we have at
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         24   this point is a compromise.  Both sides can
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          1   consider having taken away something from this

          2   issue that should provide a certain means of

          3   satisfaction.  So I urge this body to vote against

          4   the motion.  Thank you.

          5       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 5.

          6       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

          7   GBH International, for NAFRA.  I'm speaking against

          8   the motion.  This is the exact identical thing you

          9   just voted.  Please do not change your vote.  Be

         10   consistent with what we did.  This is the exact

         11   same section.  Please vote against the motion.

         12   Thank you.

         13       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 6.

         14       MR. CONRAD:  James Conrad, RSCC.  I'm on

         15   CMP 13.

         16            Again, it's the same motion.  I just

         17   wanted to clarify something that Jim Nasby

         18   mentioned.  Again, this is not a one-hour versus

         19   two-hour fight.  This is 2 inches versus 4 inches

         20   of concrete.  And he stated that UL voted against

         21   this.  That means UL should have documentation

         22   proving that 2 inches of concrete equates to a

         23   two-hour rating.

         24            And as far as the economics for small
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          1   constructions, we gave them that allowance in the

          2   comment stage because small dorms and small

          3   buildings, the fire pump is on grade and they

          4   usually run them as a service conductor under the

          5   slab and we gave them that during the comment

          6   period.

          7            I speak in opposition of the motion.

          8   Thank you, Mr. Chair.

          9       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 6 now.

         10       MR. DAGENAIS:  My name is Dave Dagenais

         11   speaking on behalf of myself in favor of motion.

         12            Whether we agree or disagree, 2 inches of

         13   concrete gets the fire rating that we need.  The

         14   discussion here is not similar to the first one.

         15   And the reason that is is that the bottom line is

         16   that this was changed in the comment -- I mean, the

         17   comment phase.  This has not had the opportunity to

         18   hear the input from both sides of the discussion.

         19   If you do it in the proposal phase, there's an

         20   opportunity to hear both sides.  But the Committee

         21   didn't do that.  They made the change in the

         22   comment stage.  It has not seen public input.

         23            Just because of that purpose alone, we

         24   should follow our own process and we should approve
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          1   this motion.  Thank you.

          2       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

          3       MR. NASBY:  Jim Nasby again, speaking in favor

          4   of this motion.  It's my motion.

          5            With regards to the conductors being under
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          6   grade 2 inches of concrete, the statement is not

          7   correct.  I have been designing fire pump equipment

          8   and controllers and involved with service and

          9   installation since 1972.  I have been in many,

         10   hundreds, pump rooms and pump house.  The

         11   conductors are not always under the floor.  They

         12   sometimes have to snake them in.  When you are

         13   doing a retrofit, you don't normally rip up the

         14   floor.  You have to find another way to get it in.

         15   Most of these fire pump controllers are service

         16   entrance; and, therefore, finding a way to provide

         17   this equipment is very difficult.

         18            I know of a case where I did consulting

         19   work on.  It was a large department store in

         20   Chicago.  The only reasonable way to get from the

         21   substation, which was in the store on two and a

         22   half levels, to the fire pump room was to run this

         23   2 inches of encased conductors on the outside of

         24   the building on the alley side which would be
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          1   within the lot line.  If you tried to do it with

          2   this method, it would not fit in the lot line.  And

          3   we did look at other alternatives such as MI cable

          4   and stuff.  This was the only practical way to do

          5   it if you're going to put a fire pump in that

          6   building in a retrofit.  This requirement would

          7   have the concrete hanging out over the property

          8   line and be hit by trucks.

          9            So practicality is important.  And, again,
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         10   this requirement will not increase the fire safety

         11   overall.  It will make it more difficult and reduce

         12   it overall.  I ask for support of this motion.

         13   Thanks.

         14       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 5.

         15       MR. DOLLARD:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

         16   Jim Dollard, International Brotherhood of

         17   Electrical Workers.  I would like to address a

         18   couple of statements that were made previously.

         19            This had abundant public review.  There

         20   were multiple proposals that dealt with the

         21   two-hour issue.  Multiple proposals and comments

         22   that dealt with the concrete issue.  If this were,

         23   in fact, new no material, I could tell you as a

         24   member of the Correlating Committee, we would have
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          1   flagged it and it would have been held until the

          2   next Cycle.  It is not new material.

          3            What we're talking about here is, does

          4   2 inches of concrete in every possible scenario get

          5   you a two-hour fire rating?  The answer to that is

          6   a resounding no.  Now we recognize it on grade it's

          7   going to be completely different.  So we left

          8   2 inches on grade.  But if you go up a column or if

          9   you're in a deck and you just got 2 inches and you

         10   get a fire in that space, 2 inches of concrete does

         11   not equal two-hour fire rating.  That's what this

         12   is about.

         13            This is the same exact issue as the

         14   previous CAM that we just dealt with, and I urge
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         15   you to oppose the motion on the floor.  Thank you,

         16   Mr. Chairman.

         17       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 2.

         18       MR. MILKE:  I am Jim Milke, Professor and Chair

         19   of the Department of Fire Protection Engineering at

         20   the University of Maryland, and I'm speaking in

         21   favor of this motion.

         22            I sat on my hands through the previous

         23   motion and probably should have stood up at the

         24   time.  The reference -- I should add that I am Past
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          1   Chairman of the ASCE SFP Committee on Structural

          2   Fire Protection that put the tables together that

          3   you're referencing that are now in the IBC.

          4            The reference that you're providing in the

          5   case of a slab on a ground is a completely

          6   different application than a free-standing wall or

          7   floor/ceiling slab for which that 2- or 4-inch

          8   requirement would come from that you're

          9   referencing.  It's a little different heat transfer

         10   problem when I got 2 inches of concrete and a few

         11   thousands miles of soil underneath it that go to

         12   the Asian continent, all right.  A very different

         13   heat transfer problem.

         14            It's a complete and total misapplication

         15   of that table to talk about 2 inches of concrete

         16   and what does that give in the way of fire

         17   resistance, that you can't apply that table.  Thank

         18   you.
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         19       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 5.

         20       HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         21   GBH International, speaking for NAFRA and speaking

         22   against the motion.

         23            I want to address the issue that this was

         24   brought up at the comment stage.  It was not.  Let
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          1   me -- the motion is to accept Comment 13-54.  If

          2   you look at the NEC report on comment, Page 70-384,

          3   Comment 13-54 says, "Do not remove the option of

          4   2 inches on concrete.  Do not delete said text."

          5   And this is comment on Proposal 13-68.  You go to

          6   the NEC Report on Proposals, Page 779, and you see

          7   that in there, it has deleted the words "Be encased

          8   in a minimum of 2 inches of concrete."

          9            This is not new material that was

         10   introduced at the comment stage.  This was done at

         11   the proposal stage.  I urge the Committee to -- the

         12   assembly to be consistent with what you did in the

         13   previous vote.  Oppose the motion.  Thank you.

         14       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

         15       MR. KOFFEL:  Bill Koffel, Koffel & Associates,

         16   speaking for myself in support of the motion.

         17            Again, the question is not whether

         18   2 inches, 3 inches, 4 inches or 25 inches equals

         19   two hours.  The question really is, do we need

         20   anything more than 2 inches of concrete?  Do we

         21   need two hours?  I haven't heard that question

         22   answered.  You've heard the water supply for this

         23   system may not be two hours.  You've heard the pump
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         24   enclosure may not require two-hour construction.
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          1   Well, I would offer the building in which this is

          2   located might not have a two-hour fire-resistance

          3   rating.  It seems very excessive that we're going

          4   to require two-hour cable in a building that

          5   doesn't even have a two-hour rating.

          6       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 2.

          7       MR. ODE:  Mark Ode, Underwriters Laboratories,

          8   speaking for the motion.

          9            One of the things that we pride ourselves

         10   on in the Electrical Code and the other codes and

         11   standards requirements are that we provide the

         12   proper substantiation.  And one of the items that

         13   you want to provide when you are providing

         14   substantiation for a change, especially one as

         15   large as this one, is that you want to show where

         16   the failures are at.  We haven't seen any of those.

         17            The industry needs to have some extra time

         18   to take a look at this before we have to have

         19   4 inches rather than 2 inches which is what we've

         20   been doing for a long time.

         21            You know, I would urge the Association to

         22   support this motion because we need extra time to

         23   study this issue rather than spending three years

         24   putting an additional 2 inches of concrete in to
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          1   make it a 4-inch application.  And again, you know,

          2   it's an issue that needs to have a lot of study to

          3   it because of all the things that we've been

          4   talking about, different heat transfers, those

          5   kinds of things.

          6            Bill Koffel had it exactly right.  We may

          7   not even have a two-hour rated building, and yet

          8   we're now going to have to have 4 inches of

          9   concrete on top of some type of raceway or wiring

         10   methods.  And that's just not -- there's actually

         11   been no proof that there's a problem with this

         12   whole issue.  I think it's a product issue and not

         13   simply a heat transfer or an installation issue.

         14       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.

         15       MR. GUIDRY:  Thank you.  My name is

         16   Eddie Guidry, Fluor Corporation, representing

         17   associated builders and contractors.  I move to

         18   call the question.

         19       A VOICE:  Second.

         20       MR. BELL:  Motion is to call the question.  I

         21   hear a second.  So we will move directly to the

         22   move.  All those in favor of calling the question,

         23   press 1.  All those opposed, press 2.  Vote now.

         24   5 seconds.
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          1            Voting is closed.  Motion passes.

          2            So we'll move directly to the vote on the

          3   motion on the floor which is to accept

          4   Comment 13-54.  Press 1 if you're in favor and 2 if
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          5   you're opposed.  Vote now.  5 seconds.

          6            Voting is closed.  Motion passes.

          7            So we'll move to Sequence 70-27 or 70-28

          8   which are related motions.  Is there a motion on

          9   the floor?

         10       MS. THOMPSON:  Mr. Chairman, I am

         11   Elaine Thompson, representing the Steel Tube

         12   Institute, and I vote to -- I move to accept

         13   Comment 13-59.

         14       MR. BELL:  The motion on the floor is to accept

         15   Comment 13-59.  Is there a second?

         16       A VOICE:  Second.

         17       MR. BELL:  I hear a second.  Please proceed.

         18       MS. THOMPSON:  This is the same issue that

         19   we've just been debating, but this particular

         20   section deals with 695-14(F) which is the generator

         21   control wiring methods.  The other section we were

         22   talking about was the supply conductors in 695 for

         23   fire pumps.

         24            So I won't repeat some of the comments
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          1   that I have already made, but I would like to call

          2   attention to the members here that two of the most

          3   populous cities in the United States, Chicago and

          4   New York, allow the use of 2 inches of concrete

          5   encasement and will continue to do so.

          6            Chicago, interestingly enough, did change

          7   the Chicago Electrical Code in 2000 to require more

          8   concrete.  I think they must have been listening to

          9   the same type of substantiation, or lack thereof,
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         10   that we've heard today.  However, one short year

         11   later, they changed it back to 2 inches, and that's

         12   where it remains today.

         13            So I am a proud resident of the City of

         14   Chicago, city of Mrs. O'Leary's cow and the Great

         15   Chicago Fire, and I think Chicago takes its

         16   electrical and fire protection requirements very

         17   seriously.  So I urge you to accept this motion.

         18       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston?

         19       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  Once

         20   again, I would like to defer to Interim Chair of

         21   NEC Code Panel 13 Mr. John Kovacik, please.

         22       MR. KOVACIK:  Thank you, Michael.

         23   John Kovacik, Underwriters Laboratories, serving as

         24   Interim Chair of Panel 13 and speaking on behalf of

�
                                                                      175

          1   Panel 13 against the motion on the floor.

          2            I have nothing new to add.  It's the same

          3   issue.  It's only a different section of

          4   Article 695, but I don't think that changes

          5   anything as far as the position of the panel, and I

          6   urge you to vote against the motion.  Thank you.

          7       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone Number 3.

          8       MR. NASBY:  Jim Nasby, again speaking in favor

          9   of this motion.

         10            I wanted to indicate that the UL action to

         11   temporarily de-list circuit protection systems is

         12   all the systems that are in UL 21-96.

         13            The other thing I wanted to mention is I
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         14   believe that the other city that did try to use

         15   4 inches of concrete and changed back to 2 inches

         16   for this exact purpose was New York City.  This

         17   speaks to how impractical the 4 inches are.  If it

         18   would have been practical, they certainly would

         19   have left it.  Because it sounds like a good idea,

         20   but, again, it works against you when you're trying

         21   to put these things in.

         22            The other thing is this is talking about

         23   the genset wiring.  And the equipment I design is

         24   designed to provide reliable and high quality fire
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          1   protection and is proven to do that.  But, again,

          2   as Ken mentioned, you may not have one hour worth

          3   of water.  You might only have a half hour.  You

          4   might only have one hour worth of fuel in that

          5   genset that we're trying to start.  Thank you.

          6   Again, I ask the membership to support this motion.

          7       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.

          8       MR. CONRAD:  Thank you.  Jen Conrad, RSCC Wire

          9   & Cable and member of CMP 13.  A lot of this

         10   information --

         11       MR. BELL:  Speaking for or against?

         12       MR. CONRAD:  Speaking against the motion on the

         13   floor.  Thank you.

         14            Ladies and gentlemen, there's a lot of

         15   misinformation flying around.  I can understand

         16   reversing it for fire pumps because there was a

         17   good statement made.  695 covers fire pumps for all

         18   buildings right now, no matter if it's a warehouse
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         19   or a high-rise building.  And New York City has

         20   played on that, and they have requirements

         21   depending on the height of the building.

         22            So in CMP 13, we're going to have to look

         23   at this a little bit closer.  However, Article 700,

         24   that is emergency systems; and when you look in
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          1   700, we're only talking about high-rise buildings

          2   now.

          3            So remember, we only require fire-rated

          4   cables for people to get out of the buildings.  We

          5   need to supply emergency systems -- am I speaking

          6   on the wrong one?  I apologize.

          7       A VOICE:  Yes, you are.

          8       MR. CONRAD:  Then I will sit down.  Thank you.

          9       MR. BELL:  Thank you very much.  Microphone 3.

         10       MR. BACLAWSKI:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

         11   Vince Baclawski, National Electrical Manufacturers

         12   Association, and NEMA speaks in support of the

         13   motion.  Thank you.

         14       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 5.

         15       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         16   GBH International, for NAFRA, and speaking against

         17   the motion.

         18            I just want to point out that the two

         19   previous votes were both votes on the exact same

         20   section, and we voted, first of all, to retain what

         21   the Committee did and then to change what the

         22   Committee did on the same section.  Now we're
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         23   voting on a different section still in the area of

         24   fire pumps.  So I hope that you will support the
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          1   original approach not to retain the 2 inches of

          2   concrete but to add additional protection.

          3            I just want to point out that all this

          4   information has been presented about cables.  It's

          5   really not relevant to this part at all.  There are

          6   the other approaches to protecting the systems

          7   which are -- with either two-hour fire-rated

          8   assembly or with a two-hour fire-rated listed

          9   circuit integrity cable.  Those are the other

         10   options.  That's not what we're talking about.

         11            What we're talking about is whether we

         12   want to make the concrete consistent with that.

         13   The others are not under discussion.  Please oppose

         14   the motion.  Thank you.

         15       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion?

         16   Mr. Johnston, any additional comments?

         17       MR. JOHNSTON:  I have no additional comments.

         18       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  We'll move to the motion

         19   on the floor which is to accept Comment 13-59.

         20   Press 1 if you're in favor of the motion, and press

         21   2 if you're opposed.  Vote now.  5 seconds.

         22            Voting is closed.  Motion passes.

         23            At this point, we're going to take a

         24   30-minute break.  It's not an official lunch break,
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          1   but it may give you some time to get some food.

          2   But we're going to restart here in 30 minutes which

          3   is about 1 o'clock.

          4                        (Off the record at 12:25 p.m.)

          5                        (On the record at 1:06 p.m.)

          6       MR. BELL:  Take a seat.  Please take a seat.

          7   We're looking for a motion on Sequence Number

          8   70-29.

          9       MS. THOMPSON:  Mr. Chairman, Elaine Thompson,

         10   representing the Steel Tube Institute.  I move to

         11   accept Comment 13-76.

         12       MR. BELL:  Motion on the floor is to accept

         13   Comment 13-76.  Is there a second?

         14       A VOICE:  Second.

         15       MR. BELL:  I hear a second.  Please proceed.

         16       MS. THOMPSON:  Yes, this motion again has to do

         17   with 2 inches versus 4 inches of concrete

         18   encasement but this time in Article 700, Emergency

         19   Systems, and it has to do with feeder circuit

         20   wiring.

         21            Right now, the NEC allows five different

         22   methods of providing this protection.  One, that

         23   the wiring can be installed in spaces or areas that

         24   are protected by automatic fire suppression
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          1   systems.  They can be an electrical circuit

          2   protective system with a two-hour fire rating; a

          3   listed thermal barrier systems, two-hour

          4   fire-rating; a listed fire-rating assembly; or,
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          5   again, encasing 2 inches of concrete.

          6            So I think we have listened to a lot of

          7   comments.  The remarks that I have made on the

          8   previous comments and motions that I moved are the

          9   same as for this, that there is no adequate

         10   substantiation for the change from 2 inches of

         11   concrete to 4 inches of concrete; and this motion,

         12   therefore, should be accepted to take the language

         13   back to the 2011 Code.

         14       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  I do want to point out

         15   here again that if this motion passes, we will not

         16   entertain a motion on Motion Sequence Number 70-30

         17   because the action on this motion would render it

         18   moot.  So if you do want to discuss the merits of

         19   sequence 70-30, it would be appropriate to do it

         20   here.  Mr. Johnston.

         21       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  Once

         22   again, on this issue, I would like to defer to

         23   Interim Chair Panel 13, John Kovacik, please.

         24       MR. KOVACIK:  Thank you Michael.  I am
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          1   John Kovacik, Underwriters Laboratories, Interim

          2   Panel Chair for Code Panel 13, and speaking on

          3   behalf of Code Panel 13 against the motion on the

          4   floor.

          5            This is, indeed, the same issue that we've

          6   been discussing.  The only difference here, of

          7   course, it's a different Article, 700 on Emergency

          8   Systems.  The panel considers Article 700 to be no
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          9   more important or nor less important than

         10   Article 695.  So the issues are pretty much all the

         11   same.

         12            Again, I would like to emphasize that here

         13   also we have a compromise where both sides can take

         14   away a measure of success from this battle.  I urge

         15   you to vote against the motion on the floor.  Thank

         16   you.

         17       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

         18       MR. NASBY:  My name is Jim Nasby again.  I'm

         19   speaking in favor of this motion.

         20            I would like to bring out a couple of

         21   things for consideration of the membership.  Number

         22   one, this wiring that is being addressed here is

         23   not often under the floor.  It's typically in the

         24   vertical chases in high-rises.  And, again, with
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          1   the withdrawal of the UL listed products under UL

          2   21-96, this would be an extremely onerous thing to

          3   try to impose on people installing this wiring in

          4   high-rise buildings.  Again, since no faults or

          5   fuel problems have ever been experienced with the

          6   2 inches of concrete, it's important for them to be

          7   able to retain that ability to do that especially

          8   in lieu of now the much more limited options with

          9   regards to listed circuit protective systems.

         10   Thank you.

         11       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 5.

         12       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         13   GBH International, speaking for NAFRA, in
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         14   opposition to the motion.

         15            As it has been pointed out by both Elaine

         16   and John Kovacik, this is the same issue, but it's

         17   not in the sense that we are now dealing with

         18   Article 700 as opposed to just simply fire pumps.

         19   So Article 700 requires a lot more severe type of

         20   protection.  So I urge you to retain the two-hour

         21   fire-resistance rating protection and oppose the

         22   motion.  Thank you.

         23       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 6.  Is there

         24   anybody at Microphone 6?
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          1       MR. DAGENAIS:  My name is Dave Dagenais, and

          2   I'm speaking on behalf of the Healthcare section in

          3   support of this motion.

          4            Yesterday, at the Healthcare section

          5   meeting, our membership was polled and voted

          6   unanimously to support this motion.  The Healthcare

          7   section supports the concept that there is a need

          8   to protect the feeders.  However, we identified

          9   that there are three options that -- many, many

         10   options that are available which we saw that the

         11   maker of the motion indicate.

         12            The first issue we have with this is that

         13   the new suggested language basically deletes the

         14   option of using all of the options available to us.

         15   Specifically the previous language allowed you one

         16   through five options.  The original proposal which

         17   was submitted, 13-109, was asking to eliminate
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         18   Option 1 which was suppression system and Option 3

         19   which is thermal barrier system.  The Code-Making

         20   Panel did not accept to eliminate Option 1.

         21   However, they did strike out Option 3, thermal

         22   barrier system because it seems that they believe

         23   that this is covered within Option 2 which is

         24   listed electrical circuit protection system.
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          1            On this matter, we believe that the

          2   separation of those items within the options gives

          3   the user a greater understanding and clarity to the

          4   document.  So we think that this shouldn't remain

          5   in the previous text.

          6            During the comment phase, the panel

          7   accepted Option 5 or, I should say, amended

          8   Option 5 from 2 inches to 4 inches.  Again, this

          9   was in the comment phase and not during the

         10   proposal phase.  This is another example of where a

         11   change was made during the comment phase that was

         12   not able to be vetted to the public.

         13            We believe this imposes a substantial

         14   increase in requirements.  The change was done

         15   without technical substantiation nor has it

         16   received proper public input.  The Healthcare

         17   section urges you to support this motion and return

         18   the text to the previous edition.  This will

         19   provide the users a user-friendly document as well

         20   as a reasonable document.  Thank you.

         21       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.

         22       MR. CONRAD:  James Conrad, RSCC Wire & Cable.
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         23   I speak in opposition of the motion.  Again, I am

         24   with Code-Making Panel 13.
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          1            This is not new material for the comment

          2   period.  These were actually brought back by a

          3   Correlating Committee action during the 2011 Cycle.

          4   So these have had plenty of review during two

          5   cycles.  The original proposal was concrete

          6   equivalent to two hours; and then in 2011, it says

          7   4 inches.  That got overturned by the Correlating

          8   Committee saying new material, and we brought it

          9   back.  So it's had plenty, plenty of review as far

         10   as 2 inches, 4 inches or 5 inches, two-hour

         11   requirements.

         12            Again, I want to point your attention that

         13   these are emergency circuits for high-rise

         14   buildings.  You have to have 75 feet or greater.

         15   So we don't -- we have to get people out, but we

         16   want to continue supplying emergency power

         17   regardless if it's a healthcare facility or a

         18   high-rise building or an assembly like we are

         19   today.  We need to provide emergency power for our

         20   first responders greater than one hour.  The

         21   Committee has made that clear.  We now want

         22   two-hour protection for the emergency circuits.

         23            There are several options available.

         24   Two-hour fire-rated electrical circuit protective
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          1   systems.  There are about 12 on the UL web site.

          2   Please look them up.  They have not all been

          3   withdrawn.  Some of the cables have, but not the

          4   electrical circuit protective systems.

          5            As far as the concrete encasement goes,

          6   again, it is well-documented.  And I have issues

          7   with somebody saying the testing was done at grade.

          8   I have been to UL for the last 20 years watching

          9   concrete tests.  The UL tests concrete in the same

         10   manner as they test a drywall assembly or enclosure

         11   which is one of the options in 695 and 700.  They

         12   place a concrete slab on the furnace.  They measure

         13   the temperature throughout the slab as well as the

         14   unexposed surface of it.  And, again, you can reach

         15   temperatures as high as 600 degrees at 2 inches in.

         16            It is well-documented.  And if UL has

         17   information or documentation saying that 2 inches

         18   will achieve a two-hour rating, please stand up and

         19   submit it to us and stop the magic tricks.

         20            I speak in opposition of the motion.

         21   Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

         22       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

         23       MR. BACLAWSKI:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

         24   Vince Baclawski, National Electrical Manufacturers
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          1   Association.

          2            NEMA speaks in support of the motion.

          3   Thank you.
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          4       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 5.

          5       MR. DOLLARD:  Jim Dollard from the

          6   International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers.  I

          7   rise in opposition to the motion on the floor.

          8            I would like to first inform the audience

          9   that there was abundant public input in the

         10   proposal stage and more than adequate technical

         11   substantiation to get this done.

         12            So the issue is the same.  Two-hour fire

         13   rating.  Do we want 2 inches of concrete or do we

         14   want 4 inches of concrete?  So it's still the same

         15   now, but it's dynamically different in now that

         16   we're in Article 700, Emergency Systems.  And when

         17   we're done here for consistency, we need to do the

         18   same exact thing when we go into Article 708 for

         19   critical operations power systems.

         20            We have the technical substantiation.  It

         21   had public input.  This is not fire pumps as some

         22   of the debate that we heard earlier which may have

         23   swayed you the other way, and that had to do with a

         24   pump that maybe we only needed for an hour or 90
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          1   minutes due to the water supply.  This is

          2   dynamically different.  It's emergency systems, and

          3   we need to oppose the motion on the floor.  Thank

          4   you, Mr. Chairman.

          5       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 6.

          6       MR. BEEBE:  Chad Beebe, American Society for

          7   Healthcare Engineering of the American Hospital

          8   Association, and I rise in support of the motion
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          9   that's before you.

         10            The 2-inch requirement has been in the

         11   Code for several, several cycles.  It's never been

         12   a problem, and I don't see any data that's being

         13   provided to show that this needs to be changed at

         14   this time.  I understand that the discussions of

         15   the Committee meeting went on for several hours to

         16   try to determine whether it should be 4 inches,

         17   3 inches, 25 inches I guess.

         18            With that, why are we trying to make this

         19   change?  No data has been provided to support the

         20   motion, and let's regroup.

         21       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

         22       MS. THOMPSON:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

         23   Elaine Thompson, representing Steel Tube Institute.

         24            In terms of the substantiation that was
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          1   provided, I'd just like to point out, I believe all

          2   the substantiation were the tables from the IBC,

          3   the fire endurance tables, and as one of our

          4   speakers from University of Maryland pointed out

          5   that that really isn't applicable to these

          6   installations in terms of making that comparison.

          7   Thank you.

          8       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.

          9       MR. CONRAD:  James Conrad, RSCC again,

         10   Code-Making Panel 13.

         11            Everybody keeps saying 2 inches has worked

         12   historically well.  That's a true statement when we
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         13   wanted one-hour protection.  Then we were not

         14   debating the one-hour versus two hours.

         15            It has been decided after several major

         16   fires, a couple in this city and 9-11 and other

         17   events around the world that we need to keep the

         18   emergency power operating to help our first

         19   responders fight high-rise buildings using the

         20   elevators, pressurization, and all the emergency

         21   circuits.  So you can't stand here and say 2 inches

         22   has worked well when the requirement has changed to

         23   two hours.  Thank you, Mr. Chair.

         24       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.
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          1       MR. NASBY:  Jim Nasby again, speaking in favor

          2   of this motion.

          3            Again, we're hearing people trying to draw

          4   a technical correlation between thickness of

          5   concrete of some type or other and hour rating in

          6   the absence, again, of field experience showing

          7   that there was a problem with the 2 inches.  And,

          8   again, by making things less practical, it forces

          9   engineers to take other means and schemes; and,

         10   again, those are very limited right now because of

         11   the withdrawal of the UL standard on many circuit

         12   protective systems until those are retested.

         13            So, again, in the absence of any kind of

         14   evidence that the existing requirements are

         15   inadequate, I ask for support of this motion.

         16   Thanks.

         17       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion
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         18   on the floor?  Seeing no one at the mics,

         19   Mr. Johnston.

         20       MR. JOHNSTON:  I have no additional comments,

         21   Mr. Chair.

         22       MR. BELL:  All right.  With that, we'll move to

         23   the motion on the floor which is to accept

         24   Comment 13-76.  Press 1 if you're in favor of the
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          1   motion, and press 2 if you're against the motion.

          2   Vote now.  5 seconds.

          3            Voting is closed.  Motion passes.

          4            With that, we're not going to entertain a

          5   motion on 70-30.  So we're going to skip to 70-31.

          6       MS. THOMPSON:  Elaine Thompson, representing

          7   Steel Tube Institute.  I move to accept

          8   Comment 13-101.

          9       MR. BELL:  The motion on the floor is to accept

         10   Comment 13-101.  Is there a second?

         11       A VOICE:  Second.

         12       MR. BELL:  I hear a second.  Please proceed.

         13       MS. THOMPSON:  Again, this is the same type of

         14   issue we've just been debating for quite some time

         15   now except this is in Article 708, Critical

         16   Operations Power Systems, and it has to do with

         17   708.10(C)(2), Fire Protection for Feeders.  And

         18   again I will stand by my previous remarks and ask

         19   that the provision for the allowance of 2 inches of

         20   concrete be retained in the Code and that you

         21   accept this comment.
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         22       MR. BELL:  Okay.  Thank you.  Again, this is

         23   another one of those situations where if this

         24   motion passes, we will not entertain a motion on
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          1   Motion Sequence Numbers 70-33 and 70-34 because it

          2   would render it moot.  If you want to discuss the

          3   merits of those motions, you can do it during this

          4   debate.  Mr. Johnston?

          5       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  Once

          6   again, I would like to defer to Interim Chair

          7   Panel 13, John Kovacik, please.

          8       MR. KOVACIK:  Thank you, Michael.  I am

          9   John Kovacik, Underwriters Laboratories, Interim

         10   Chair of Panel 13, speaking on behalf of

         11   Code-Making Panel 13 against the motion on the

         12   floor.

         13            Again, this is the same issue we've been

         14   discussing.  Nothing new to add.  The only

         15   difference here is this particular motion affects

         16   Article 708 which is on critical operations power

         17   systems, and I would add that the Committee does

         18   not consider this Article to be any more important

         19   or any less important than the other articles that

         20   we've discussed with regards to this issue.

         21            So I ask the body to support the position

         22   of the panel which, again, was a compromise and

         23   vote against the motion on the floor.  Thank you.

         24       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.
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          1       MR. NASBY:  Jim Nasby again.  Thank you again.

          2            Article 708, as everyone probably knows,

          3   is fairly new, and John Kovacik, in fact, was a

          4   major factor in getting that put in place.  And

          5   it's certainly not adopted every place.  It's in

          6   the process of being adopted in various

          7   jurisdictions depending on which city has what

          8   issue of the Code they're enforcing at the moment.

          9            Therefore, I don't think we should try to

         10   make the requirements here any more onerous than we

         11   have to.  And, again, in the absence of any

         12   indication that there's a problem with the 2 inches

         13   of concrete, I'm requesting that we stay with the

         14   existing requirement.

         15            And, again, UL submitted a number of

         16   comments objecting to the change, 4 inches; and,

         17   again, as they pointed out in their substantiation,

         18   I don't want to read all of it, but if anyone would

         19   take a look at their substantiation, it is clear

         20   again that trying to draw correlation with hours

         21   and inches is just something that does not

         22   technically or mathematically makes sense without

         23   individual testing.  Thank you.

         24       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion?
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          1   Mr. Johnston?

          2       MR. JOHNSTON:  I have no additional comments,

          3   Mr. Chair.
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          4       MR. BELL:  With that, we'll move to the motion

          5   on the floor which is to accept Comment 13-101.

          6   Press 1 if you're in favor of the motion, and press

          7   2 if you oppose the motion.  Vote now.  5 seconds.

          8            Voting is closed.  Motion passes.

          9            With that, we'll skip over to 70-35.

         10   We're looking for a motion on Sequence Number

         11   70-35.  Microphone 3.

         12       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         13   GBH International, and proponent of -- I accept

         14   Comment 14-5.  Give me a minute, please.  I'm

         15   trying to find my place.

         16       MR. BELL:  Okay.

         17       MR. HIRSCHLER:  I apologize for making you

         18   wait.  This addresses this --

         19       MR. BELL:  So your motion on the floor is to

         20   accept Comment --

         21       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Accept Comment 14-5.

         22       MR. BELL:  The motion on the floor is to accept

         23   Comment 14-5.  Is there a second?

         24       A VOICE:  Second.
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          1       MR. BELL:  I hear a second.  Please proceed.

          2       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Thank you.  What this is is to

          3   take the definition of combustible dust that is in

          4   our Standard 499 which is a generic definition.

          5   Standard 499 is the Recommended Practice for the

          6   Classification of Combustible Dusts and of

          7   Hazardous (Classified) Locations for Electrical
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          8   Installations in Chemical Process Areas.  That

          9   definition has been taken in another standard and

         10   is a generic definition, that it does not include

         11   any requirements such as the exact number of -- the

         12   exact (undistinguishable) or anything like that.

         13   The definition would read, "Finely divided solid

         14   particles that present a dust fire or dust

         15   explosion hazard when dispersed and ignited in

         16   air."  This same definition is also used in other

         17   standards including NFPA 61.  I urge the assembly

         18   to accept this proposal.  Thank you.

         19       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston?

         20       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I would

         21   like to defer to the Chair of NEC Code Panel 14,

         22   Mr. Robert Jones, please.

         23       MR. JONES:  Thank you, Mr. Johnston.  I am

         24   Robert Jones with Independent Electrical
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          1   Contractors.  I'm also Chairman of Code Panel 14,

          2   and I speak against the motion.

          3            Code Panel 14 accepted the revised

          4   definition for combustible dust in Comment 14-6

          5   because the definition published in NFPA 499-2013

          6   is not usable for an enforceable code.  Code-Making

          7   Panel 14 affirms that particle size is necessary to

          8   properly classify and not over classify a location

          9   where combustible dust is present.  The particle

         10   size of 500 microns was agreed to by Panel 14 to

         11   harmonize with national and international area

         12   classification standards.
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         13            Panel 14 rejected the definition of

         14   combustible dust in Comment 14-5 because the

         15   definition would create confusion for users of the

         16   NEC because there are multiple definitions for what

         17   constitutes a combustible dust as found on NFPA 61,

         18   NFPA 499, and NFPA 654.  The vote on Comment 14-5

         19   was unanimous to reject with all eligible voters

         20   casting their ballot.

         21       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.

         22       MR. HOLUB:  Richard Holub, representing the

         23   American Chemistry Council, and I stand in

         24   opposition to the motion on the floor.
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          1            The definition offered in NFPA 499 doesn't

          2   even agree with the annex explanation of the

          3   definition in 499.  I think 499 got it wrong

          4   changing the definition in the text and not

          5   changing it in the annex and didn't do the complete

          6   job, and I think this panel did the right thing by

          7   leaving the definition as we accepted it and not

          8   changing the definition.  Thank you.

          9       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

         10       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         11   GBH International.

         12            I want to point out if you look at ROC

         13   Page 70-245 and the definition of combustible dust

         14   that the panel accepted, it goes completely in

         15   opposition to what the NFPA Manual of Style says.

         16   It says, Dust particles of 500 microns or smaller
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         17   passing U.S. Standard Number 35 Standard Sieve as

         18   defined in ASTM E 11 and presents a fire explosion,

         19   hazard, et cetera.

         20            We cannot have a definition that

         21   references a particular standard, a particular type

         22   of requirement.  That is a not an acceptable

         23   definition.  The requirements for what exactly gets

         24   put in to the application of the Code goes into an
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          1   enforceable part of the Code, not into the

          2   definition.

          3            And what the gentleman just said is

          4   exactly the reason why NFPA 499 got it right.  What

          5   they did is put the generic definition and then

          6   explained what was meant by putting the

          7   requirements in a separate position.  And this is

          8   what the NEC needs to do, too.  Use the generic

          9   definition and then put the requirements in the

         10   Code and not in the definition.  Thank you.

         11       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.

         12       MR. WECHSLER:  My name is David Wechsler.  I'm

         13   the American Chemistry Council principal on CMP 14.

         14   I am also the principal on the EECA Committee 496,

         15   497, 499.  I am the subchair who was involved in

         16   the rewrite of 499 and, boy, wouldn't it be nice if

         17   we lived in a perfect world where all our standards

         18   were completely interlaced and consistent across

         19   the board?

         20            NFPA 499, which you heard mentioned, is a

         21   recommended practice.  It is different in context
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         22   than the National Electrical Code.  CMP 14 did an

         23   outstanding job of reacting to what happened in a

         24   past Cycle with 499 in which the definition was
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          1   changed and they referred back to an annex.  It has

          2   an annex, and if people want to read it, it can't

          3   be done that way.  That's not my best judgment, but

          4   that's how it went down.

          5            The National Electrical Code, on the other

          6   hand, has no such capability.  It needs to provide

          7   people an understanding within the context of that

          8   document of why you're doing hazardous area

          9   classification for dust.  That's why the Committee

         10   appropriately went out beyond where they probably

         11   needed to help provide insight to people to

         12   understand what a combustible dust is.

         13            For those in this room who want to know

         14   what a combustible dust is, I would ask you to look

         15   around and try to find out.  You'll find as many

         16   different sources, as many different attributes as

         17   you want to find out.

         18            NFPA has a Standing Committee right now

         19   that's got a new dust standard, 652.  It's out for

         20   review.  I suggest you look at it because it is all

         21   encompassing of metal dust, agricultural dust, and

         22   other dust that is not in the context of what most

         23   people think of combustible dust.  A lot of

         24   learning out here, a lot of opportunity for
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          1   confusion.

          2            I ask you to support the Code-Making

          3   Panel 14 and accept this definition in the interest

          4   of all people who are using this document.  Thank

          5   you.

          6       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion?

          7   Microphone 3.

          8       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

          9   GBH International.

         10            Just quickly, I think what they said at

         11   the beginning is what I'm also seeking, that we get

         12   consistency.  That's what he said at the very

         13   beginning of his presentation.  Exactly.  In order

         14   to get consistency, please support the motion.

         15            Everyone knows a combustible dust.  This

         16   is not a brand new thing.  We need to make sure

         17   that we get the wording right and then put the

         18   requirements in one place and the definitions in a

         19   different place.  Thank you.

         20       MR. BELL:  Microphone 5.

         21       MR. BLAIS:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  My name

         22   is Steve Blais, representing EGS Electrical Group.

         23   I speak in opposition to this motion.

         24            It's my recollection that this -- the
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          1   definition that Code Panel 14 incorporated into

          2   their action was the same definition that was
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          3   processed and approved through the ANSI/UL 60079-0

          4   Committee.  It's a co-committee with ISA.

          5            In addition, Article 500 supplies dust

          6   groups for Class 2; and I believe, as a

          7   manufacturer, it would be very confusing to our end

          8   users, many of them, anyway, if we didn't have

          9   similar definitions for the zone dust groups.

         10            Finally, I believe that containing these

         11   definitions in the Code, not just referencing to

         12   another standard, strengthens the usability of the

         13   Code.  Thank you.

         14       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.

         15       MR. WECHSLER:  David Wechsler, the American

         16   Chemistry Council, speaking for this motion to

         17   accept -- I'm sorry, speaking against this motion

         18   to Accept 14-5.

         19            We'll get into this issue of zone dust

         20   probably in the next proposal, but right now, I

         21   think the action as it stands needs to be

         22   undertaken to go with the panel comment.  Thank

         23   you.

         24       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion
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          1   on the floor?  Seeing no one at the mics,

          2   Mr. Johnston?

          3       MR. JOHNSTON:  I have no additional

          4   information, Mr. Chair.

          5       MR. BELL:  With that, we'll move to the motion

          6   on the floor which is to accept Comment 14-5.

          7   Press 1 if you're in favor of the motion, and press
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          8   2 if you're opposed.  Vote now.  5 seconds.

          9            Voting is now closed.  Motion fails.

         10            So we'll move on to Sequence Number 70-36.

         11   Microphone 2 in anticipation.

         12       MR. WECHSLER:  David Wechsler, American

         13   Chemistry Council, speaking in support of 70-36,

         14   accept an identifiable part of Comment 14-56.

         15       MR. BELL:  So the motion on the floor is to

         16   accept an identifiable part of Comment 14-56, and

         17   that's indicated in the Motions Committee report,

         18   the identifiable part.  Is there a second?

         19       A VOICE:  Second.

         20       MR. BELL:  I hear a second.  Please proceed.

         21       MR. WECHSLER:  Thank you.  David Wechsler,

         22   American Chemical Council.

         23            As I mentioned earlier, some people wanted

         24   to talk about zone dust.  506 is the Article that
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          1   deals with zone dust.  Up to this point in time,

          2   there have been no material groups defined for zone

          3   dust in the either the National Electrical Code or

          4   NFPA 499.

          5            Now there is a need to have material dust

          6   obviously because that's part of the

          7   classification.  If you recall, classification

          8   deals with needing to look at the locations based

          9   upon hazards of materials.  So this is a physical

         10   property, one of the materials that need to be

         11   looked at.  It's not electrical.  It's not an
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         12   electrical problem.  It's a chemical problem.

         13            Now the Standards Council back in 1995 has

         14   ruled that there was a need to understand who's

         15   going to be responsible for chemicals and how this

         16   whole process within Article 500 would work.  That

         17   was done on Item 95-6 back in January of 1995.

         18   What that statement said is that the Council, when

         19   the Council was formally asked to clarify the

         20   responsibility for group classifications, it

         21   concluded with the following statements, and I'm

         22   quoting from that rule, "The council voted that the

         23   National Electrical Code has the authority to

         24   establish structure.  The Technical Committee on
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          1   Electrical Equipment in Chemical Atmospheres would

          2   classify chemicals into appropriate categories.

          3   The criteria of area classification and chemical

          4   hazard category (group) is the basis for equipment,

          5   for equipment selection.  The occupancy standards

          6   would address the need for particular

          7   classification within portions of their occupancy."

          8            Now what does this mean in simple terms?

          9   In simple terms, it means that, one, the

         10   established C structures, the action taken by

         11   CMP 14 to create a new Article called Material

         12   Groups with an A Group IIIC, a B Group IIIC, and a

         13   C Group IIIA is action that's permitted and

         14   recommended by the Council.  The classification of

         15   what goes into those groups, that belongs to a

         16   group that's more equipped looking at what dust
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         17   material hazards are, and that would be done by A,

         18   B, C, A or another group.

         19            What I'm asking for is to follow, you, all

         20   the supporters, in moving forward with these

         21   following Standards Council actions to divide up

         22   this work so that we would proceed with getting

         23   appropriate groups defined under this Article where

         24   none have existed before.
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          1            I would point out that if this passes, I

          2   will have to have a follow-up motion that will be

          3   needed because there will be nothing in those

          4   groups as what I'm defining here.  That's what will

          5   have to happen.  Thank you.

          6       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston?

          7       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  Once

          8   again, I would like to defer to the Chair of NEC

          9   Code Panel 14, Mr. Robert Jones, please.

         10       MR. JONES:  Thank you, Mr. Johnston.  I am

         11   Robert Jones with Independent Electrical

         12   Contractors, Chairman of Code Panel 14, and I speak

         13   against the motion.

         14            The issues raised by the motion is the

         15   interpretation of the Standards Council January

         16   1995, 95-6 ruling.  Code-Making Panel 14 contends

         17   that it has a responsibility to establish group

         18   classifications, and the Technical Electrical

         19   Equipment in Chemical Atmospheres has the

         20   responsibility to populate these groups.
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         21            The last paragraph of the April 12, 1995,

         22   decision of the Standards Council at the request of

         23   the Union Carbide Corporation regarding material

         24   classifications state, "The Council noted that the
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          1   National Electrical Code outlines the chemical

          2   atmospheres for each particular group as set forth

          3   by NFPA 497M and recognizes that these requirements

          4   are included in the National Electrical Code

          5   instead of simply referring to the NFPA 497M since

          6   it is necessary for the National Electrical Code to

          7   establish the groups in enforceable language.  The

          8   Council also noted that the responsibility for

          9   establishing the groups originated in the National

         10   Electrical Code in 1937."

         11            Also Mr. Wechsler's explanation of his

         12   negative vote on Comment 14-56 asked for the NEC

         13   Correlating Committee to address this issue.  As of

         14   today, I haven't seen any action from the

         15   Correlating Committee on this request.

         16            The vote on Comment 14-56 was

         17   14 affirmative to reject and 1 negative with

         18   15 eligible to vote.

         19       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Microphone 2.

         20       MR. GUIDRY:  Eddie Guidry, Fluor Enterprises,

         21   representing ABC.  I stand in support of the motion

         22   by David Wechsler.

         23            David is an expert in his field as far as

         24   this area, and I support his substantiation for his
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          1   argument and urge the group here to vote in his

          2   favor.

          3       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion

          4   on the floor?  Seeing no one at the mics,

          5   Mr. Johnston?

          6       MR. JOHNSTON:  I have no additional

          7   information.

          8       MR. BELL:  With that, we'll move to the motion

          9   on the floor which is to accept an identifiable

         10   part of Comment 14-56 as noted in the Motions

         11   Committee report.  Press 1 if you're in favor of

         12   the motion and press 2 if you oppose the motion.

         13   Vote now.  5 seconds.

         14            Voting is closed.  Motion fails.

         15            Move to the next sequence which is 70-37.

         16   Microphone 6.

         17       MR. BEEBE:  Chad Beebe, American Society for

         18   Healthcare Engineering of American Hospitals

         19   Association.  Move to accept Proposal 15-62 as

         20   modified by the Technical Committee.

         21       MR. BELL:  So the motion on the floor is to

         22   accept Proposal 15-62 as modified by the Technical

         23   Committee.  Is there a second?

         24       A VOICE:  Second.
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          1       MR. BELL:  I hear a second.  Please proceed.

          2       MR. BEEBE:  This is a fairly simple one
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          3   actually.  517.30(C) was modified during the ROP

          4   through 15-62 and the ROC 15-49.  A nonrelated

          5   change to this section was put on hold during the

          6   ROC stage.  That was 15-48.  Because of that hold,

          7   this text would actually revert back to the

          8   original text from 2011.  This inadvertently loses

          9   the changes that were made in this proposal and

         10   were created by a task group that consisted of

         11   several members of Panel 15 as well as the NFPA 99

         12   ELS Committee.  These changes coordinate with

         13   terminology throughout Article 517.  So without

         14   support of this, it would make quite a bit of

         15   confusion throughout the section.

         16       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston.

         17       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  This is a

         18   correlation issue.  Comment 15-48 was held by

         19   CMP 15, and the hold included Proposal 15-62.

         20   Correlations recommended that Certified Amending

         21   Motion 37 be accepted so it supports consistent use

         22   of the term "essential electrical system".

         23            I would also like to defer to the Chair of

         24   Code-Making Panel 15 Mr. Larry Todd, please.

�
                                                                      209

          1       MR. TODD:  Thank you.  My name is Larry Todd.

          2   I work for Intertek and I'm Chair of Code-Making

          3   Panel 15, and I am speaking for this motion.

          4            Without this motion, the work that

          5   Panel 15 had done to accept and make changes to

          6   coordinate within NFPA 99 and Proposal 15-62 and
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          7   Comment 15-49 would be lost; and, as stated in the

          8   Certified Amending Motion, we need to put those

          9   back in to be consistent throughout the sections

         10   covered by the Code-Making Panel.  Thank you.

         11       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion?

         12            Seeing no one at the microphone, we'll

         13   move to vote on the motion on the floor which is to

         14   accept Proposal 15-62 as modified by the Technical

         15   Committee.  Press 1 if you're in favor of the

         16   motion and press 2 if you're opposed to the motion.

         17   Vote now.  5 seconds.

         18            Balloting closed.  Motion passes.

         19            We'll now move on to 70-38.  Motion on the

         20   floor.

         21       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         22   GBH International.  I move to accept Comment 18-3.

         23       MR. BELL:  The motion is to accept Comment 18

         24   -3.  Is there a second?
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          1       A VOICE:  Second.

          2       MR. BELL:  I hear a second.  Please proceed.

          3       MR. HIRSCHLER:  This is similar to previous

          4   motions.  I don't want to waste a lot of time.  The

          5   second sentence and third sentence of this has

          6   nothing to do with the definition and needs to be

          7   put into a separate section of the Code.

          8       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston?

          9       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I would

         10   like to defer to the Chair of Code Making Panel 18,

         11   Mr. Bobby Gray.  I'm sorry, Bobby.
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         12       MR. GRAY:  Thank you, Mr. Johnston.  Thank you,

         13   Mr. Chair.  Bobby Gray from Hoydar/Buck Electric in

         14   Selah, Washington.  I represent the National

         15   Electrical Contractors Association as the Chair of

         16   Code-Making Panel 18.  I'm here speaking in

         17   opposition on behalf of the Code-Making Panel 18,

         18   opposition of the motion on the floor.

         19            Code-Making Panel 18 unanimously rejected

         20   Comment 18-3.  The Committee does not agree that

         21   the term is used in the definition in order to

         22   define the term.  It's there simply as a subject of

         23   the sentence to make the sentence grammatically

         24   correct.
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          1            Also by removing out the definition of

          2   single receptacle or multiple receptacles, that

          3   action would not add any clarity to the definitions

          4   or usability.  It's the opinion of Code-Making

          5   Panel 18 that placing definitions in the

          6   informational note, as suggested by the submitter,

          7   would make the definitions then optional, and that

          8   was not the intent of those definitions.  Thank

          9   you, Mr. Chair.

         10       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion?

         11   With that, we'll move to the vote -- okay.  I'm

         12   sorry, Mic 3.

         13       MR. BACLAWSKI:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

         14   Vince Baclawski, National Electrical Manufacturers

         15   Association.
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         16            NEMA speaks in opposition to the motion.

         17   The panel voted unanimously to reject Comment 18-3,

         18   and for that reason indicated in the panel

         19   statement, there was no problem with existing text

         20   -- excuse me.  No problem with existing text was

         21   identified, and the proposed change does not add

         22   clarity.  Accepting the Certified Amending Motion

         23   outright is not possible since another presented

         24   two alternatives to the Code language.
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          1            And, finally, the author's reason for the

          2   proposed change is because the definition contains

          3   the term that is being defined, and yet the

          4   proposed definition, a receptacle as a receptacle.

          5   Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

          6       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion?

          7   Microphone 3.

          8       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

          9   GBH International.

         10            I didn't want to get up, but what

         11   Mr. Baclawski just said -- I'm sorry, in favor of

         12   the motion -- is incorrect.  I mean what -- the

         13   definition defines a receptacle as a receptacle.  I

         14   mean this is a tautology.  You can't do that.

         15            The proposal is very simple, has one

         16   action.  Make it -- instead of a definition, make

         17   it 4.6.3.1 and 4.6.3.2.  In the substantiation

         18   which is not in the proposal or comment, I said the

         19   Committee should have an alternate option if they

         20   prefer to go that way.  So there is no reason not
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         21   to accept the definition nor to accept the comment.

         22            I'm sure I know where this is going, but I

         23   want to make sure that the record shows that this

         24   is an action that's perfectly valid, and this
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          1   definition is in contradiction with the Manual of

          2   Style.  Thank you.

          3       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion,

          4   Mr. Johnston?

          5       MR. JOHNSTON:  I have nothing further,

          6   Mr. Chair.

          7       MR. BELL:  With that, we'll move to the vote on

          8   the motion on the floor to accept Comment 18-3.

          9   Press 1 if you're in favor of the motion, and press

         10   2 if you oppose the motion?  Vote now.  5 seconds.

         11            Voting is closed.  Motion fails.

         12            Let's move on to the next sequence, 70-39.

         13       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         14   GBH International, move to accept Comment 18-27.

         15   Again, I'm trying to avoid --

         16       MR. BELL:  So the motion is to accept

         17   Comment 18-27.  Is there a second?

         18       A VOICE:  Second.

         19       MR. BELL:  I got a second.  Please proceed.

         20       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Again, I'm not trying to waste

         21   a lot of people's time, but what you're putting as

         22   a definition, what the Code has in the definition

         23   is something that gives you a requirement for what

         24   a closet storage space is because it tells you
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          1   exactly what the dimensions are of a closet storage

          2   space.  That is not what a definition should be.

          3   That is what is required by Article 410.4, Closet

          4   Storage Space.  Thank you.

          5       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston?

          6       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  Once

          7   again, I would like to defer to the Chair of

          8   Code-Making Panel 18 Mr. Bobby Gray, please.

          9       MR. GRAY:  Thank you, Mike.  Thank you,

         10   Mr. Chair.  I am Bobby Gray, from Hoydar/Buck

         11   Electric, Selah, Washington.  I represent the

         12   National Electrical Contractors Association and

         13   Chair of Code-Making Panel 18, and I am speaking in

         14   opposition of the motion on behalf of Code-Making

         15   Panel 18.

         16            Again Code-Making Panel 18 unanimously

         17   rejected Comment 18-27.  It is their opinion that

         18   the definition of closet storage space does not

         19   contain a requirement.  It does, in fact, simply

         20   describe an area that would be considered closet

         21   storage space for application of rules that are

         22   later used in Article 410.  And also by changing

         23   it, as was recommended by the submitter, no clarity

         24   or usability would be gained in use of the Code.
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          1   Thank you, Mr. Chair.
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          2       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion?

          3            Seeing no one at the mics, we'll move to

          4   the vote.  The motion on the floor is to accept

          5   Comment 18-27.  Press 1 if you're in favor of the

          6   motion, and 2 if you oppose the motion.  Vote now.

          7   5 seconds.

          8            Voting is closed.  Motion fails.

          9            We'll move on to Sequence Number 70-40.

         10   Microphone 3.

         11       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         12   GBH International.  This is a combined motion to

         13   accept Comments 19-12 and 19-13.  They have been

         14   combined --

         15       MR. BELL:  So the motion on the floor is to

         16   accept Comment 19-12 and Comment 19-13.  Is there a

         17   second?

         18       A VOICE:  Second.

         19       MR. BELL:  I hear a second.  Please proceed.

         20       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

         21   Marcelo Hirschler, GBH International.

         22            Again, I am not going to waste a lot of

         23   time, but what this is is similar to the previous

         24   one.  We are defining exactly what a manufactured
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          1   home is by giving dimensions and everything else in

          2   here, and then we're saying the term "manufactured

          3   home" includes any structure that meets all the

          4   provisions, et cetera, and going on and on and on,

          5   and the same thing in the next section for mobile

          6   home.
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          7            So instead of putting that in the

          8   definition, what this proposal does with the

          9   comment, the two comments is put it in a separate

         10   section that gives the requirements for the sizes

         11   and so on of the manufacture of mobile homes.

         12   Thank you.

         13       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Mr. Johnston?

         14       MR. JOHNSTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I would

         15   like to defer to Designated Chair of NEC

         16   Code-Making Panel 19 Mr. Ron Michaelis, please.

         17       MR. MICHAELIS:  Thank you, Mr. Chair, and

         18   Michael.  I am Ron Michaelis, Designated Chair and

         19   principal on Code-Making Panel 19.

         20            As stated in the panel statement for

         21   enforcement purposes, the examples and descriptive

         22   details contained in the present definition provide

         23   clarity for distinguishing a manufactured home from

         24   other structures.  To move these examples and
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          1   descriptive details into a new section would not

          2   add clarity.  I ask that you support the panel's

          3   work and reject this proposed change.  Thank you.

          4       MR. BELL:  Thank you.  Any further discussion?

          5            Seeing no one at the microphone, we'll

          6   move to the vote on the motion on the floor which

          7   is to accept Comments 19-12 and 19-13.  Press 1 if

          8   you're in favor of the motion, and press 2 if you

          9   oppose the motion.  Vote now.  5 seconds.

         10            Voting is closed.  Motion fails.
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         11       A VOICE:  Point of order.

         12       MR. BELL:  Okay.  Microphone 3.

         13       A VOICE:  Earlier in this proceeding, we voted

         14   Motion 7-23 and 7-26.  They were on the exact same

         15   section of the Code and did exactly the same thing.

         16   One was voted down.  One was voted up.  Can I have

         17   an understanding of what happens now with this?

         18       MR. BELL:  At this point, I mean, these

         19   recommendations that we have, both votes will be

         20   taken to the Standards Council and considered at

         21   our meeting in July and August.  Hold on one second

         22   here.

         23            Further to my comment on that is it's also

         24   the case that the action on 70-26 is different than
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          1   the motion that was made on 70-23.  So there is

          2   some differences between the two.

          3       MR. NASBY:  Mr. Chairman, this is Jim Nasby.

          4   Would a motion to reconsider be in order?

          5       MR. BELL:  Hold on one second.  All right.

          6   Mr. Nasby, I think you asked the question and we

          7   could entertain a motion to reconsider on this, but

          8   I want to point out here that the actions here are

          9   different on this section.  If this was submitted

         10   for reconsideration, we may get -- if this is

         11   submitted for reconsideration and we had an

         12   affirmative vote on it, then we would have

         13   conflicting recommendations from the floor.  And

         14   somebody from the prevailing side would have to

         15   submit that motion for reconsideration.  At this
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         16   point, Action 70-26 stands.

         17            Yes, microphone 3.

         18       MR. HIRSCHLER:  I'm waiting for the next

         19   action.

         20       MR. BELL:  Okay.  So there's no motion.  So is

         21   there any further discussion on NFPA 70?

         22            Seeing no one at the microphone, this

         23   concludes our work on NFPA 70.  I want to thank

         24   Mr. Johnston and the panel chairs for their
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          1   excellent work.

          2            Before we move on to the next document, I

          3   would like to introduce J. C. Harrington, member of

          4   the Standards Council, who will be the presiding

          5   officer for the next two documents.

          6       MR. HARRINGTON:  Good afternoon.  The next

          7   report under consideration is that of the Technical

          8   Committee on Road Tunnel and Highway Fire

          9   Protection.  Here to present the Committee report

         10   is Committee Chair William Connell of PB Americas,

         11   Incorporated, Boston, Massachusetts.

         12            The Committee report can be found in the

         13   blue 2013 Annual Revisions Cycle ROP and ROC.  The

         14   Certified Amending Motions are contained in the

         15   Motions Committee report and behind me on the

         16   screen.  We'll proceed in the order of the motion

         17   number presented.  Mr. Connell?

         18       MR. CONNELL:  Mr. Chair, ladies and gentlemen,

         19   the report for the Technical Committee on Road

Page 188

mmaynard
Highlight



         20   Tunnel and Highway Fire Protection is presented for

         21   adoption and can be found in the Report on

         22   Proposals and the Report on Comments for the 2013

         23   Annual Meeting Revision Cycle.

         24            The Technical Committee has published a
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          1   report consisting of partial revision of NFPA 502,

          2   Standard for Road Tunnels, Bridges and Other

          3   Limited Access Highways.  The report was submitted

          4   to letter ballot of the Technical Committee that

          5   consists of 26 voting members.  The ballot results

          6   can be found on Pages 502-2 to 502-37 of the Report

          7   on Proposals and Pages 502-2 to 502-13 of the

          8   Report on Comments.

          9            The presiding officer will now proceed

         10   with the Certified Amending Motions.

         11       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you, Mr. Connell.  Let's

         12   now proceed with the discussion on the Certified

         13   Amending Motions on NFPA 502.  Microphone 3.

         14       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         15   GBH International, for NAFRA, and I move to return

         16   a portion of a report in the form of Proposal

         17   502-42 and related Comment 502-12.

         18       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you.  So we have a

         19   motion on the floor to return a portion of a report

         20   in the form of Proposal 502-42 and related Comment

         21   502-12.  Is there a second?

         22       A VOICE:  Second.

         23       MR. HARRINGTON:  So we have a second.  Go ahead

         24   and proceed.
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          1       MR. HIRSCHLER:  First of all, let me clarify.

          2   This has nothing to do with all the stuff about

          3   definitions.  This is a purely technical issue.

          4   It's an issue of particular interest of the

          5   National Electrical Code members.

          6            What this is, the Committee has put

          7   together some wording that would have suggested

          8   that fiberoptic cable cannot be used for a variety

          9   of reasons and cannot be used at temperatures above

         10   70 degrees C.  As I point out extensively in my

         11   comment to that effect, which is Comment 502-13 on

         12   Pages 502-3 and 502-4 of the Report on Comments,

         13   they say this is incorrect because we can use

         14   fiberoptic cable up to 200 degrees C or more

         15   depending on the way the cable is listed.

         16            The reason that this went through -- to

         17   give you a little bit of history -- is that

         18   NFPA 130 and NFPA 502 very often follow things --

         19   have a consistent membership and do similar

         20   actions.  I usually attend the meetings of

         21   NFPA 130.  I rarely attend 502.  130 met after 502.

         22   502 took this action.  Next week -- 130 met, took

         23   appropriate action, and I have no objection what

         24   they did, and 130 is perfectly fine.  What they did
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          1   in 502 is incorrect and needs to be revised.  Thank
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          2   you.

          3       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you.  Mr. Connell, would

          4   you like to give the Committee's position?

          5       MR. CONNELL:  No comment, Mr. Chairman.

          6       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you.  So, at this point,

          7   we'll open up debate on the motion.  Microphone 3.

          8       MR. KAUFMAN:  I'm Dr. Stanley Kaufman.  I'm a

          9   member from CableSafe.  I represent the Insulating

         10   Cable Engineers Association on Panel 16, and they

         11   have asked me to come here to support this motion.

         12   I also consult with the Communications Cable and

         13   Conductivity Association who likewise have asked me

         14   to come here to support this motion for a very

         15   simple reason.

         16            What the text says that was passed by the

         17   panel is wrong.  The statements about optical fiber

         18   cables are wrong.  If they go forward, we'll have

         19   an NFPA Standard with wrong information.  It says,

         20   these cables have excessive attenuation as low as

         21   70 degrees C.  Your standard, run-of-the-mill,

         22   everyday telephone optical fiber cable works at

         23   70 degrees C.  If it didn't, you would not have

         24   telephone service in Arizona.
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          1            So this needs to be supported so incorrect

          2   information does not go forward.

          3       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you.  Any further

          4   discussion on Motion 502-1 to return a portion of

          5   the report in the form of Proposal 502-42 and
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          6   related comment 502-12?

          7            Not seeing any, Mr. Chair, do you have any

          8   final comments?

          9       MR. CONNELL:  No, Mr. Chairman, I do not.

         10       MR. HARRINGTON:  Okay.  So before we take our

         11   vote, let me restate the motion that we're going to

         12   be dealing with.  The motion on the floor is to

         13   return a portion of a report in the form of

         14   Proposal 502-42 and related Comment 502-12.

         15            So please record your vote, 1 in favor of

         16   the motion, accept, or 2, opposed to the motion,

         17   reject.  Voting starts now.  Voting closes in

         18   5 seconds.

         19            The balloting is closed.  And that motion

         20   passes.  Motion passes.

         21            Now we're going to proceed with the

         22   discussion on Certified Amending Motion 502-2.

         23   Microphone 2.

         24       MR. RAMIREZ:  Hello.  My name is Al Ramirez

�
                                                                      224

          1   with UL.  I would like to speak in support of

          2   Motion 502-2.

          3       A VOICE:  Second.

          4       MR. HARRINGTON:  We have a second, proceed.

          5       MR. RAMIREZ:  If successful, this motion will

          6   reject an identifiable part of Comment 502-27.  The

          7   identifiable parts are the revisions to

          8   Section 12.1.2 and associated new annex material.

          9            As it was mentioned during the discussion

         10   at the NEC, I think the Code Committee for 502 was
Page 192



         11   pressed with the issue that when we released our

         12   public notice and de-listed some products, they

         13   took some action assuming other things might

         14   happen; but Standard UL 2196 which was used to

         15   evaluate those cables are still active, being

         16   worked on.  So I think the work was based on that

         17   assumption.  I don't think they did anything wrong,

         18   but we did go and continue with a different path.

         19            The reason for retaining the current

         20   language in the identified sections of 502 is to

         21   maintain a level of safety that was originally

         22   established in 502.  If this motion is not

         23   successful, the following proposed editorial points

         24   would likely reduce the safety, performance of
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          1   emergency circuits.

          2            The word "certified" that is included in

          3   the revised Section 12.1 of 502 is not currently

          4   defined by the Code and may be misunderstood or

          5   cause confusion in the application of the impacted

          6   Code sections.  Introducing a new product in the

          7   evaluation process without defining it and making

          8   it an NFPA official term listed that appears in the

          9   subject 502 may be misused or misapplied and

         10   possibly reduce the safety of the overall

         11   installation and assessment of the cable's

         12   compliance.  The sole use of the term "listed" is

         13   appropriate for the nature of this product.

         14            Removing the phrase in accordance with
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         15   UL 2196 will only require fire endurance testing to

         16   E119.  The additional hose and electrical conductor

         17   tensile strength test of UL 2196 will be omitted.

         18   The hose stream as referenced in 2196 is intended

         19   to subject the system and impact cooling effects.

         20            In summary, if you agree to reject

         21   identified Proposal 502, the section improvised, it

         22   would become inconsistent with the requirements of

         23   NFPA Codes that include critical safety circuit

         24   insulation requirements, like 70, 101 -- 72, pardon
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          1   me, et cetera.  The latest edition of NEC, by the

          2   way, was recently completed, and the critical

          3   electrical insulation requirements were left intact

          4   including references to UL 2196.  Thank you.

          5       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you.  Mr. Connell, would

          6   you like to give the Committee's position?

          7       MR. CONNELL:  Yes.  Thank you, Mr. Chair.

          8            Fire-resistive cable requirements within

          9   NFPA 502 pertain specifically to road tunnel life

         10   safety systems including emergency tunnel

         11   ventilation, emergency lighting, and emergency

         12   communication systems.  Per the requirements of

         13   this standard, these systems are required to remain

         14   operational for a period of at least one hour

         15   during design fire conditions that are typically in

         16   the order of 100 megawatts or above.

         17            Because of the severity of these potential

         18   fires, all emergency circuits are required to be

         19   rated for two hours to temperatures up to
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         20   1850 degrees Fahrenheit.  The support tunnel life

         21   safety systems, significantly long runs of life

         22   safety critical power and communication circuits

         23   are necessary.  In addition, these circuits must be

         24   physically protected from the severe environmental
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          1   and operational conditions that are commonly found

          2   in road tunnels which is typically accomplished by

          3   installing these emergency circuit and metallic

          4   raceways.

          5            Back in July of 2011, a leading cable

          6   manufacturer identified a deficiency experienced in

          7   their fire-resistive cable product testing at UL.

          8   During this testing, a circuit failure mode was

          9   determined to be caused by the interaction of the

         10   copper conductor with the galvanized coating of the

         11   conduit.  When the galvanized conduit was exposed

         12   to temperatures greater than 800 degrees

         13   Fahrenheit, the melting temperature of zinc, the

         14   molten zinc reacted with the copper conductor

         15   forming brass plugs basically resulting in a

         16   premature failure of the test circuit.

         17            Six months later in January of 2012, the

         18   502 Technical Committee convened for their Report

         19   on Proposals meeting at which the significance and

         20   impact of this issue was discussed in great detail.

         21   But with still no information or guidance provided

         22   by UL at that time, the Committee was unable to

         23   take any action and, instead, agreed to reconsider
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         24   the issue at their ROC meeting later in the year
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          1   assuming some guidance would be available by that

          2   time.

          3            In June of 2012, UL finally issued public

          4   information regarding the validation test findings

          5   and, in addition, issued a revision to the FHIT

          6   guide information indicating that all conduit and

          7   conduit fittings that come in contact with

          8   fire-resistive cables should have an interior

          9   coating free of zinc.

         10            In September of 2012, UL withdrew all of

         11   its issued listings for electrical circuit

         12   protective systems comprised of fire-resistive

         13   cables regardless of their intended conduit system

         14   installation and also, at that time, announced they

         15   were no longer offering certification to

         16   ANSI/UL 2196.  Per this action by UL, manufacturers

         17   were no longer allowed to apply the UL listing mark

         18   to their product.

         19            However, ANSI/UL 2196 was not withdrawn

         20   and remained a valid test standard without any

         21   modification.  And UL also allowed cable

         22   manufacturers prior to that date to maintain its

         23   listing and ultimately be installed.

         24            Finally, on September 17th of 2012,
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          1   UL announced the availability of an interim

          2   certification program for fire-resistive cables.

          3   This new program again offered cable manufacturers

          4   certification to their fire-resistive cables in

          5   accordance with testing pre ANSI/UL 2196.  However,

          6   as a part of this action, UL also acknowledged that

          7   the interrelationship between all variables of the

          8   cable and/or system construction are not understood

          9   by all or addressed in the current test standards

         10   and, therefore, introduced a new set of guidelines

         11   so that the testing is conducted specific to the

         12   intended cable and system construction.

         13       MR. HARRINGTON:  Mr. Connell, if you could wrap

         14   things up shortly.  Thank you.

         15       MR. CONNELL:  Yes, Mr. Chairman.

         16            To address the complexity of this issue,

         17   the TC has proposed revisions to 502 that are

         18   consistent with the additional UL 2196 test

         19   requirements implemented by UL under their proposed

         20   Interim Testing Program and, most importantly, to

         21   ensure that the newly identified testing variables

         22   are fully understood and accounted for when testing

         23   products internationally.

         24       MR. HARRINGTON:  I think we're going to have to
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          1   stop at this point, Mr. Connell.  Thank you for the

          2   Committee's position.

          3       MR. CONNELL:  Mr. Chairman, could I state the

          4   Committee's position?

          5       MR. HARRINGTON:  I believe you did.  You've had
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          6   your allotted time.  Thank you.  We can come back

          7   later as a wrap up.

          8            With that, we'll open up debate on the

          9   motion.  Please provide your name and affiliation

         10   and whether you're speaking in support of or

         11   against the motion.  So Microphone 4.

         12       MR. CONRAD:  James Conrad, RSCC Wire & Cable.

         13   I speak in opposition of the motion on the floor.

         14   I am a 502 Committee member as well.

         15            Let me just read you a little bit what is

         16   in the UL Interim Test Program.  In their test

         17   program under sample selection, it says, "In

         18   general, since the interrelationship between all

         19   variables of the cables and the system

         20   constructions are not understood by all and

         21   addressed in the standard" -- that's UL 2196

         22   Standard -- "it will not be possible to conduct

         23   representative testing at this time."  And then

         24   they give a whole laundry list of items that need

�
                                                                      231

          1   to be tested if you go to UL Interim Program.

          2            Now, remember, what the 502 Committee did

          3   is we reworded it, that takes some of these

          4   requirements and add it into the 502 language.  We

          5   say -- 502 is an international standard.  We have

          6   members from eight different countries.  And to say

          7   "test in accordance with UL 2196" could be very,

          8   very dangerous because let me just read a couple

          9   things quickly why you don't want to go 2196 just
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         10   straight out.

         11            In 2196, 4, Sample Selections, 4-1, each

         12   design of cable, multiple conductor versus single,

         13   twisted versus straight lace, shielded versus

         14   unshielded, bare ground versus insulated ground,

         15   stranded versus solid conductor, lowest voltage

         16   versus highest voltage.  An additional selection

         17   you may go in to look at shall include smallest

         18   conductor, minimum number of conductors, minimum

         19   installation thickness, minimum installation

         20   between conductors, and minimum installation

         21   between the conductors in the jacket.

         22            Has anybody heard how to test cables in a

         23   raceway or a conduit in this Committee here today?

         24   No.  We cannot say today "in accordance with 2196".
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          1   Mind you that UL even says it in their program.

          2   What the 502 Committee has done is we said we want

          3   to identify the length of the sample.  We want to

          4   tell you to test it in the raceway that will be

          5   used.  Follow 2196 protocol, the whole standard,

          6   not just the fire portion.

          7            We never amended it.  You do the fire.

          8   You do the hose stream, and you do the tensile

          9   strength testing.  Without these additional

         10   requirements in the 502 identifiable standard, we

         11   are going to leave people out there in the dark

         12   without a properly tested program, especially our

         13   international partners.

         14            Again, Mr. Chairman, I move in opposition
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         15   on this and urge the body to do the same.  Thank

         16   you.

         17       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

         18       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         19   GBH International, speaking for NAFRA, and in

         20   support of the motion.

         21            My reasoning for supporting this motion is

         22   that I invite -- my expertise is in the area of

         23   fire testing.  We sit around in the NFPA Fire Test

         24   Committee.  We sit around in the ASME Fire

�
                                                                      233

          1   Standards Committee, and we spend numerous hours

          2   discussing the exact details of how we write test

          3   methods and with exact details of how test methods

          4   should be run.

          5            What this language in 502, and we'll see

          6   the same in 130 because they're consistent, all it

          7   says is tested in a totally enclosed furnace using

          8   the E119 temperature curve, and that's it.  That's

          9   not enough.  It is not appropriate for a Committee

         10   whose expertise is not in testing to develop and

         11   write two or three lines and those two or three

         12   lines should represent a proper fire test or any

         13   other type of test.  That's why we send that to the

         14   appropriate Committee.

         15            I urge you to approve the motion and

         16   disapprove the change that Committee 502 made.

         17   Thank you.

         18       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.
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         19       MS. RUIZ:  I am Ana Ruiz from TD&T, LLC.  I'm a

         20   member of Technical Committee 502.  I'm against the

         21   motion.  I'm an international member, and I really

         22   think that this thing should be done for the

         23   international standards for all over the world, not

         24   just the way it's being done right now.  I'm
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          1   against the motion.  That's it.

          2       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you.  Microphone 1.

          3       MR. WALTON:  Thank you.  Ed Walton,

          4   representing Pristiem (phonetic).  I'm against the

          5   motion.  I'm against the motion because it would

          6   return the language back to where UL is the only

          7   reference laboratory, and the use of words

          8   "certified" and "listed" would almost make them a

          9   sole source.

         10            I am impressed with the work that the

         11   Committee did by expanding the testing criteria

         12   from a cable to a system which is exactly what was

         13   resolved, which found the problem in the first

         14   place and has resolved that problem in the future.

         15   So I'm against the motion.  Thank you.

         16       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you.  Microphone 2.

         17       MR. RAMIREZ:  Yes, I just want to ask first the

         18   Committee --

         19       MR. HARRINGTON:  Could you identify yourself?

         20       MR. RAMIREZ:  Al Ramirez with UL.

         21       MR. HARRINGTON:  And speaking for the motion?

         22       MR. RAMIREZ:  I'm speaking for the motion.

         23            I didn't hear if the Committee was for the
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         24   motion or against the motion at the end of the
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          1   Chair's testimony.

          2       MR. HARRINGTON:  I know I did have to cut him

          3   off as he ran out of his allotted time.  I'm going

          4   to give him time to wrap up later.

          5       MR. RAMIREZ:  Okay.

          6       MR. HARRINGTON:  Since you raised that

          7   question, maybe it's a good time now for the

          8   benefit of the body to do that.  Mr. Chair, back to

          9   you.

         10       MR. CONNELL:  Well, I guess knowing what we

         11   know now about demonstrated fire-resistive cable

         12   failures during fire testing conditions when

         13   installed in a steel conduit with zinc interior

         14   coatings, about the lack of any test standards that

         15   specifically address this issue, and that UL

         16   themselves will not follow the current ANSI/UL 2196

         17   without their own modifications similar to those

         18   now being proposed by 502, that as Chairman of the

         19   Technical Committee, I believe we would be

         20   irresponsible to revert to the language of the ROP

         21   as proposed which was developed six months prior to

         22   any of these issues or critical actions by UL

         23   without any acknowledgment of any of the testing

         24   concerns included in that ROP document, and I ask
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          1   for your vote in opposition to this motion.

          2       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you.  Sorry for cutting

          3   you off earlier.  Microphone 3.

          4       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

          5   GBH International, and I am in support of the

          6   motion.

          7            I just want to clarify one thing that was

          8   stated by one of the opponents in that this would

          9   make UL the only lab.  That is incorrect.  I don't

         10   work for UL.  I have no contract with UL or

         11   anything like that, but the fact that you list two

         12   UL standards, any nationally certified testing lab

         13   can institute a UL standard.  You don't have to be

         14   UL to list UL standards.

         15            So in response to comment from Ms. Ruiz

         16   that she's in favor of using internationally

         17   recognized data, in fact, in that case, she should

         18   have been on the side that supports the motion

         19   because that's what this language says, and that is

         20   the part that gives me some heartache because I'm

         21   against that language, but I'm more against the

         22   language produced by the Committee to invent a test

         23   method on the fly, and I hope you support the

         24   motion.  Thank you.
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          1       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.

          2       MR. CONRAD:  James Conrad, RSCC Wire & Cable,

          3   member of 502.  I speak in opposition of the

          4   motion.
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          5            I just want to make sure that everybody

          6   has seen the wording that the Committee has drafted

          7   during the comment stage.  Marcelo mentioned that

          8   it says demonstrate functionality as described in

          9   .196, test of tone codes furnace to E119; and then

         10   we go on to say, test as a complete system of

         11   conductors, cables, and raceways as applicable

         12   using a sample no shorter than around the 10 feet.

         13   B, fire-resistive cables intended to be installed

         14   in a raceway are to be tested in the type of

         15   raceway in which they are intended to be installed.

         16            Remember what created this whole issue.

         17   We found out when you took cables that were

         18   pre-released tested and the EMT and you installed

         19   them in rigid metal conduit, they failed.  They

         20   failed 100 percent of the time.

         21            And then we go on to say, C, each

         22   fire-resistive cable system shall have installation

         23   instructions that outline the test procedures and

         24   only the components stated in these test reports
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          1   are acceptable for actual installation.

          2            I should read it again what UL says in

          3   their Interim Program.  They say that they don't

          4   understand the interrelationship between the cables

          5   and the conduits and the systems.  Again, 2196

          6   doesn't even tell you how to mention or how to test

          7   a cable in a raceway.  It only mentions a raceway

          8   four times; once in the scope, one about CI cable,

          9   once in the observation, and once for this vertical
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         10   tensile strength test.

         11            There is no guideline in UL 2196.  And to

         12   leave it to say "test in accordance with 2196" and

         13   think that another lab somewhere else in the world

         14   will get a good product that will pass a test in

         15   the field under real fire conditions is misleading

         16   and it's absolutely wrong.  I urge the body to vote

         17   against this motion.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

         18       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you.  Microphone 2.

         19       MR. RAMIREZ:  Al Ramirez with UL speaking in

         20   favor of the motion.

         21            Again, the document that Jim refers to is

         22   out there in the public and people are going to be

         23   able to use it.  It does define how we -- UL

         24   determined systems that we're looking at, make sure
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          1   that we do identify the other components as the

          2   Chair mentioned.  I think it is very complete in

          3   nature.

          4            We also do list products.  We have listed

          5   two products currently to you all, 2196, under the

          6   Interim Certification Program, and that could be

          7   found in our on-line certification directory under

          8   FHIT.

          9            The standard, again as I stated before,

         10   should be used in its entirety because, as you

         11   heard the readings, the proposed text of this part

         12   of Section 12.1, it's incomplete because it just

         13   refers to that fire test, that E119 test.  And it
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         14   doesn't cover the other parts of UL 2196 which are

         15   very important to also apply to those critical

         16   systems.  Thank you.

         17       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you.  Microphone 1.

         18       MR. WALTON:  To quickly clarify the point.

         19   Ed Walton against the motion.

         20            When I said before any lab can test the

         21   UL 2196 before the test, but only UL can offer an

         22   UL listing or UL certification to that document.

         23   Thank you.

         24       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you.  Microphone 2.
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          1       MR. JAMES:  Bob James, Underwriters

          2   Laboratories.  Just to address two points, and I am

          3   for the motion.

          4            The last point is definitions for listing

          5   and certification come from NFPA.  We just happen

          6   to use that term as well, but other labs can use

          7   their own terminology.  But the listing definition

          8   to be listed is part of NFPA's definitions, not

          9   something that we created.

         10            The other piece was that there was a

         11   criticism to the test criteria and what we follow

         12   based on components not being identified in the

         13   testing.  And the reality is that the

         14   manufacturers, when they come to us with their

         15   products, will tell us how they're going to install

         16   it.  That way, we're not limiting the manufacturer

         17   to have to put it in conduit or not.

         18            So, again, we're being flexible so the
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         19   manufacturing community can come to us for their

         20   certifications.  Thank you.

         21       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.

         22       MR. CONRAD:  James Conrad, RSCC Wire & Cable

         23   again, member of NFPA 502.

         24            I was on the task group that worked on
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          1   this extensively.  I was part of the research team

          2   that discovered the whole zinc issue.  We have no

          3   intention of short-cutting 2196.  It is probably

          4   the most stringent fire test in the world in our

          5   opinion.  That is why we retained 2196 in there.

          6            We don't take exception to any part of it.

          7   If you read 2196 in the scope, it talks about

          8   demonstrating functionality.  We took words from

          9   that.  And I have issues with UL trying to convince

         10   you that we are short-cutting it.  I will quote

         11   what we wrote, "Demonstrate functionality for no

         12   less than two hours as described in ANSI/UL 2196

         13   test standard."

         14            We have not modified anything in there

         15   except we added requirements that are not currently

         16   in there that UL -- and I applaud them for their

         17   Interim Test Program.  I agree 100 percent with

         18   their Interim Test Program.

         19            The trouble is this is an international

         20   standard.  Go to a lab around the world, handle

         21   2196.  If they don't have an Interim Test Program,

         22   you're going to get a cable that will not survive a
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         23   fire.  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I speak in opposition

         24   of the motion.
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          1       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you.  Microphone 6.

          2       MR. LALOCA:  Steve Laloca (phonetic),

          3   representing myself.  I would like to motion --

          4   request or call the vote.

          5       A VOICE:  Second.

          6       MR. HARRINGTON:  We have a second.  Calling the

          7   question is not a debatable motion.  So at this

          8   time, we'll take a vote on that.  You can record

          9   your vote as 1 in favor of the motion to call the

         10   question, and 2, opposed to the motion of calling

         11   the question.  We're just dealing with the call of

         12   the question item at this point.  The voting starts

         13   now.  Closing in 5 seconds.

         14            Balloting closed.  And that motion passes

         15   to call the question.

         16            So at this point, we'll move on to the

         17   vote.  So now you're voting on the motion in front

         18   of you which is 502-2 to reject an identifiable

         19   part of Comment 202-27.  Again, you're going to

         20   record your vote, 1 in favor of the motion to

         21   accept or 2, opposed to the motion, reject.  Voting

         22   starts.  Closing in 5 seconds.

         23            Voting closed.  And that motion fails.

         24            Any discussion on 502?  Seeing none, we'll
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          1   move on to the next document.  Thank you,

          2   Mr. Connell.

          3       MR. CONNELL:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

          4       MR. HARRINGTON:  The next report under

          5   consideration this afternoon is that of the

          6   Technical Committee on Fixed Guideway Transit and

          7   Passenger Rail Systems.  Here to present the

          8   Committee report is Committee Member Julian Sandu

          9   of the Chicago Transit Authority, Skokie, Illinois.

         10            The Committee report can be found in the

         11   blue 2013 Annual Revision Cycle ROP and ROC.  The

         12   Certified Amending Motions are contained in the

         13   Motions Committee report and behind me on the

         14   screen.  We'll proceed in the order of the motion

         15   sequence number presented.  Mr. Sandu?

         16       MR. SANDU:  Thank you very much.  Good

         17   afternoon.  Mr. Chair, ladies and gentlemen, the

         18   report on the Technical Committee on Fixed Guideway

         19   Transit and Passenger Rail Systems is presented for

         20   adoption and can be found in the Report on

         21   Proposals and the Report on Comments for the 2013

         22   Annual Meeting Revision Cycle.

         23            The Technical Committee has published a

         24   report consisting of a partial revision of NFPA
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          1   130.  The report was submitted to letter ballot of

          2   the Committee that consists of 30 voting members.

          3   The ballot results can be found on Pages 130-2 to

          4   130-66 of the ROP and Pages 130-2 to 130-35 of the
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          5   ROC.

          6            The presiding officer will now proceed

          7   with the Certified Amending Motions.

          8       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you, Mr. Sandu.  So

          9   we'll now proceed with the discussion on the

         10   Certified Amending Motions on NFPA 130.

         11   Microphone 3.

         12       MR. KOFFEL:  Bill Koffel, Koffel & Associates,

         13   speaking for myself.  I would like to move

         14   Certified Amending Motion 130-1 which is to return

         15   a portion of the report in the form of an

         16   identifiable part of Proposal 130-115 and related

         17   Comment 130-1.

         18       A VOICE:  Second.

         19       MR. HARRINGTON:  Second.  You may proceed.

         20       MR. KOFFEL:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Before I

         21   proceed, a disclaimer.  I sit on this Committee

         22   representing AFAA, but I am not here today

         23   representing AFAA.  I also have some clients that

         24   would be affected by this, and that is the Glazing
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          1   Industry Code Committee and the Fire Subcontractors

          2   International Association.  Again, I am not

          3   representing either of those two organizations.

          4            My purpose today is merely correlation.

          5   NFPA 130 is often applied as an alternative method

          6   for compliance with the Building Code or the Life

          7   Safety Code.  In fact, NFPA 130 references the Life

          8   Safety Code for means of egress requirements and
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          9   says comply with the Life Safety Code except as

         10   modified herein.

         11            The purposes of this motion is in two

         12   paragraphs to retain the language of "enclosed

         13   exit".  That is a defined term in the Building Code

         14   and the Life Safety Code.  The term

         15   "fire-separated" is not.  By retaining enclosed

         16   exit, you get the fire-resistive rating.  You get

         17   the continuity of the fire barriers.  You get

         18   limitations on openings.  You get how the openings

         19   are to be protected.  You get how to protect

         20   penetrations; and you get limitations on the use of

         21   that exit and closure.

         22            You get none of that with the word

         23   "fire-separated".

         24            Someone asked me why I did not change
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          1   other paragraphs.  I tried to be very careful and

          2   only apply this to the two specific paragraphs that

          3   I believe solely apply to enclosed exits.  You will

          4   note, this is consistent with my negative ballot

          5   during the recirculation.  Several Committee

          6   members added a comment supporting at least the

          7   concept, not necessarily the exact language, but

          8   the concept of my negative ballot comment including

          9   the original submitter of the comment.

         10            I encourage you to support the motion.

         11       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you.  Mr. Sandu, would

         12   you live to give the Committee's position?

         13       MR. SANDU:  These issues were brought up in the
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         14   previous motion in 502 -- I don't.

         15       MR. HARRINGTON:  No comment?  Thank you.  So

         16   with that, we'll open up the floor for debate on

         17   the motion.  Please provide your name and

         18   affiliation and whether you're going to speak in

         19   support of or against the motion.  Microphone 2.

         20       MR. CONRAD:  James Conrad, RSCC Wire & Cable.

         21   I'm on the task group for NFPA 130 but not a voting

         22   member.  Let me make that clear.  We discussed this

         23   with several members, and we support the motion on

         24   the floor.  Thank you.
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          1       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you.  Microphone 3.

          2       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

          3   GBH International, for NAFRA.  I support the

          4   motion.

          5            Just to make clear, the term

          6   "fire-separated exit" is not used in any Code or

          7   the NFPA or IBC.  Please support the motion.

          8       MR. HARRINGTON:  Is there any further

          9   discussion on Motion 130-1?

         10            So seeing none, we'll move to a vote.

         11   Before we vote, let me restate the motion.  So the

         12   motion on the floor is to return a portion of a

         13   report in the form of an identifiable part of

         14   Proposal 130-115 and related Commented 130-1.

         15   Please record your vote, 1 in favor of the motion

         16   to accept or 2, opposed to the motion, reject.  So

         17   voting starts.  5 seconds.
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         18            Balloting closed.  And that motion passes.

         19            So now we'll proceed with the discussion

         20   on Certified Amending Motion 130-2.  Microphone 2.

         21       MR. RAMIREZ:  Al Ramirez from UL.  I would like

         22   to speak in favor of the motion.

         23       MR. HARRINGTON:  Do I have a second?

         24       A VOICE:  Second.

�
                                                                      248

          1       MR. HARRINGTON:  Please proceed.

          2       MR. RAMIREZ:  This would retain part of the

          3   work that the Committee did, Fire-Resistive Cable

          4   as the title, and reject the identifiable part of

          5   Comment 130-65.

          6            We believe that the work the Committee did

          7   in regrouping the requirements together is

          8   appropriate, but we would like to specifically

          9   address the work of -- that related to 12.5.1 which

         10   specifically would read, "Fire-resistive cables

         11   shall be listed and have a minimum one-hour

         12   fire-resistive rating in accordance to ANSI/UL 2196

         13   and shall be installed per the listing

         14   requirements."

         15            Again, which we just had our discussion,

         16   demonstrating functionality doesn't equal in

         17   accordance with a standard for safety.  There are

         18   -- specific parts of the standard are missing, and

         19   that terminology would really not suffice and mean

         20   the same thing if interpreted by other testing

         21   organizations.

         22            Removing the phrase 2196, you'll lose also
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         23   the parts of the testing that you have to do and

         24   subject that complete system to a hose test and to
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          1   a tensile strength test.  Pardon me.

          2            In summary, we urge that you reject the

          3   identified Proposal NFPA 130 revisions.  If the

          4   section is revised, the requirements would become

          5   inconsistent with the requirements of other NFPA

          6   Codes that currently include safety circuit

          7   insulation requirements.  One of these NFPA Codes

          8   is NFPA 70.

          9            The NEC is recognized throughout the U.S.

         10   and internationally as a preeminent electrical

         11   insulation code.  The latest edition of the NEC was

         12   recently completed, and the critical electrical

         13   insulation requirements were left intact including

         14   references to UL 2196.

         15            Lastly, there are products that are

         16   certified to UL 2196 as I mentioned before.  Thank

         17   you.

         18       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you.  Mr. Sandu, would

         19   you like to offer the Committee's position?

         20       MR. SANDU:  I would like to defer to

         21   Mr. Conrad.

         22       MR. HARRINGTON:  Microphone 4.

         23       MR. CONRAD:  James Conrad, RSCC Wire & Cable.

         24   Again, I am not a voting member of 130, but I
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          1   worked on the task group that worked on this issue.

          2            This is the same issue that we just dealt

          3   with in NFPA 502.  The same arguments.  I just want

          4   to clarify because you all brought up the issue

          5   about the National Electrical Code.  The National

          6   Electrical Code for protection of systems calls for

          7   electrical circuit protective systems.  In 130, we

          8   say follow the National Electrical Code except as

          9   amended herein.

         10            We do not call these electrical circuit

         11   protective systems for a very specific reason.

         12   Electrical protective systems consists of two

         13   products.  One are wraps, slow to heat transfer

         14   down into it; and the other one is fire-resistive

         15   cables.  Wraps are not rated for tunnels, the wet

         16   environments that go along with the tunnels.  So

         17   therefore, we do not recognize them in NFPA 130,

         18   just to clarify.

         19            Again, I speak in opposition of the motion

         20   on the floor, and that is the Committee's position.

         21       MR. HARRINGTON:  Thank you for the Committee's

         22   position.  So, at this point, we'll open up debate

         23   on the motion.  Again, please provide your name and

         24   affiliation and whether you speak in support of or
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          1   against the motion.  Okay.  Is there any discussion

          2   on Motion 130-2 to reject an identifiable part of

          3   Comment 130-165?  Does not appear to be.
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          4            Do you have any final comments, Mr. Chair?

          5       MR. SANDU:  No, sir.

          6       MR. HARRINGTON:  Okay.  So seeing none, we'll

          7   move on to the vote at this point.  Before we vote,

          8   let me restate the motion that we're going to be

          9   addressing.  The motion on the floor is to reject

         10   an identifiable part of Comment 130-165.  Please

         11   record your vote, 1 in favor of the motion to

         12   accept, or 2, opposed to the motion to reject.  The

         13   voting starts.  Closing in 5 seconds.

         14            Voting closed.  And that motion fails.

         15            Do we have any further discussion on

         16   document NFPA 130?  Seeing none, we'll move on to

         17   the next document.  Thank you, Mr. Sandu.

         18       MR. SANDU:  Thank you.

         19       MR. HARRINGTON:  Before we begin the next

         20   document, I would like to introduce James Milke,

         21   member of the Standards Council, who will be the

         22   presiding officer for the last document of the day.

         23       MR. MILKE:  It is my pleasure to preside over

         24   the next report.  That is the Technical Committee
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          1   on Inspections, Testing and Maintenance of

          2   Water-Based Systems.  Here to present the Committee

          3   report is Committee Chair William Koffel of

          4   Koffel & Associates, Columbia, Maryland.  The

          5   Committee reports can be found in the blue 2013

          6   Annual Revision Cycle ROP and ROC.  The Certified

          7   Amending Motions are contained in the Motions

          8   Committee reports and behind me on the screen.
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          9            We'll proceed in the order of the motion

         10   sequence number presented.  Mr. Koffel.

         11       MR. KOFFEL:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  Ladies and

         12   gentlemen, the report of the Technical Committee on

         13   Inspections, Testing and Maintenance of Water-Based

         14   Systems is presented for adoption and can be found

         15   in the Report on Proposals and the Report on

         16   Comments for the 2013 Annual Meeting Revision

         17   Cycle.

         18            The Technical Committee has published a

         19   report consisting of a partial revision of NFPA 25,

         20   the Standard for the Inspections, Testing and

         21   Maintenance of Water-Based Fire Protection Systems.

         22   The report was submitted to letter ballot at a

         23   Technical Committee that consists of 32 voting

         24   members.  The ballot results can be found on
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          1   Pages 25-2 through 25-91 of the Report on Proposals

          2   and Pages 25-2 through 25-89 of the Report on

          3   Comments.

          4            The presiding officer will now proceed

          5   with the Certified Amending Motions.

          6       MR. MILKE:  Thank you, Mr. Koffel.  Let me

          7   indicate just in the way of trying to keep the

          8   group together, being I have a little bit of a

          9   legacy with the last standard of the day that I

         10   don't want to try to repeat.

         11            There are 15 of the Certified Amending

         12   Motions that are not being -- they're not being
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         13   pursued today.  All right.  And for those of you

         14   who want to mark your scorecard at this point, feel

         15   free; otherwise, I'll certainly identify them as we

         16   go through, but this is my understanding that we

         17   are not pursuing today 25-11, 25-14, 25-15, 25-18,

         18   then a sequence of them from 25-22 to 25-30, 25-32,

         19   and 25-33.

         20            So with that, let us proceed here

         21   straightaway with a discussion on Certified

         22   Amending Motions on NFPA 25.  I will go to

         23   specifically 25-1.  Microphone, 6 please.

         24       MR. FRABLE:  Good afternoon.  My name is
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          1   Dave Frable, representing the U.S. General Services

          2   Administration.  I am the submitter's designated

          3   representative for the Certified Amending Motion.

          4   I would like to move Motion Sequence Number 25-1

          5   which would accept Comment 25-2.

          6       MR. MILKE:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  Is

          7   there a second?

          8       A VOICE:  Second.

          9       MR. MILKE:  All right.  We'll note that

         10   Mr. Frable is a properly designated representative

         11   for Mr. Elvove.  Please proceed with the discussion

         12   on the motion, Mr. Frable.

         13       MR. FRABLE:  Thank you.  First, I would like to

         14   take the big picture as all of our sequential

         15   motions are really based upon what's presented

         16   here.  Our main question is, is the scope of

         17   NFPA 25 to include or not to include design issues?
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         18            We believe NFPA 25 should not include

         19   design issues, even though design-related texts,

         20   like which is found in Sections 4.1.5 and 4.1.6,

         21   has been in the standard since its inception.  This

         22   means that members of the TC are creating co-text

         23   beyond what's been authorized by the Standards

         24   Council to do.
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          1            If it is the will of the membership to

          2   accept the scoping language as proposed by

          3   ROP 25-7, then the rest of the document must follow

          4   suit, and inspection testing and maintenance

          5   performed must therefore include design issues as

          6   well as all ITM personnel being appropriately

          7   trained in design issues.

          8            As I stated previously, this motion is to

          9   accept ROC 25-2.  The proposed scope will require

         10   the standard to address actions to undertake when

         11   changes in occupancy, use, process, materials,

         12   hazards or water supply that potentially impact the

         13   performance of the water-based system are planned

         14   or identified.  This implies that the standard

         15   intends to address design and installation issues.

         16            We believe this revised language is

         17   outside the intended scope of this document.

         18   Actions such as these are covered in other

         19   documents such as the Building Code or Fire Code.

         20            Considering that NFPA 25 does not

         21   establish any criteria that the ITM inspectors are
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         22   to follow to determine when there are changes in

         23   occupancy, use, process, materials, et cetera,

         24   there's no reason to add scope items such as these
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          1   to address actions to undertake when these changes

          2   are found.  To our knowledge, no one goes to

          3   NFPA 25 to determine what is necessary when they do

          4   make a change such as an occupancy or use.

          5            The local jurisdictions permitting process

          6   will also cover these types of issues and inform

          7   individuals to appropriate codes and standards to

          8   address and appropriate design of the modified

          9   system including the design of the water-based

         10   sprinkler system.

         11            We strongly believe that NFPA 25 was not

         12   established to trigger design evaluations for when

         13   a water-based system is modified.  Please note that

         14   the primary purpose of NFPA 25 was established to

         15   provide requirements for inspection, testing, and

         16   maintenance of water-based systems and its

         17   Committee was formulated based on this scope.

         18   Therefore, we urge you to support our motion to

         19   accept ROC 25-2.  Thank you.

         20       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mr. Koffel, would you

         21   like to offer the Committee's position?

         22       MR. KOFFEL:  Yes.  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  The

         23   action that is the subject of this CAM as a result

         24   of Proposal 25-7, you will note that the Committee

�
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          1   took action based upon recommendations from the

          2   Standards Council to review our scope of work, in

          3   particular, in light of provisions in Chapter 4

          4   that deal with owner's responsibilities for

          5   managing change, changes of view, change of

          6   occupancy, changes of the commodity that may be

          7   stored.

          8            In the ROC, there were several comments

          9   submitted to reject the change in Proposal 25-7,

         10   and you would note in Comment 25-1, not

         11   specifically referenced by this CAM, that one of

         12   the negative ballots indicated that not only should

         13   the scope change remain the same, but that existing

         14   text in Chapter 4 should be removed.  There are no

         15   CAMs to remove Sections 4.1.5 and 4.1.6 that deal

         16   with issues such as changes in occupancy, use,

         17   process, materials, and so forth.

         18            I would just end with the comment that the

         19   permit process will not always cover these items,

         20   that these are issues that could include things

         21   such as change of commodity class in a warehouse

         22   that would not be subject of a permanent action.

         23       MR. MILKE:  Thank you, Mr. Koffel.  With that,

         24   we will open up debate on the motion.  Please
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          1   provide your name and affiliation and whether you

          2   are speaking in support or against the motion.

          3   Microphone Number 3.
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          4       MR. SHEPPARD:  Bill Sheppard, Sheppard &

          5   Associates, Franklin, Michigan.  I speak in support

          6   of the motion.

          7            I think if you look at the ROC and the

          8   ROP, you'll see that the ballot statement indicated

          9   a great number of people who voted against the

         10   change; and, while I understand that, we all can't

         11   be too happy about where we're going when we're in

         12   a consensus standard, but I do support this motion.

         13            But I wish to offer a point of personal

         14   privilege if I may.  I would state that all these

         15   NITMAMS that cover the issues have been addressed

         16   in one way or another in the ROP and the ROC and

         17   were pretty much overwhelmingly defeated.  The

         18   attendees to the Tech Session here can see these

         19   results in the published documents.

         20            Further, many of these same issues have

         21   been discussed for two cycles of this document with

         22   much the same results.  This being the case, why

         23   should we take the time on the floor for these

         24   issues to be -- that were so soundly defeated to be
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          1   discussed again with the likelihood of the same

          2   results?

          3            Further, the action taken on the floor

          4   will have to be balloted by the Technical Committee

          5   again with likely the same results.

          6            None of us like a total package that we

          7   have.  I mean, some of us like a total package and
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          8   others don't, but we're never going to satisfy

          9   ourselves in a consensus standard if we don't start

         10   studying these things a little closer.  And we have

         11   to live with these consensus standards.  Why would

         12   we do it all over again and again and again with

         13   much the same results?

         14            So let's accept the document as presented

         15   and live for another day in the life of the cycles.

         16   Let's not beat a dead horse to death.  Thank you.

         17       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Microphone Number 4,

         18   please.

         19       MR. RAY:  My name is Rich Ray.  I'm with Cybor

         20   Fire Protection Company.  I'm a fire sprinkler

         21   contractor located near Chicago, speaking on behalf

         22   of the Illinois Fire Prevention Association.  I am

         23   also a member of the NFPA 25 Committee.

         24            Chairman Koffel was exactly correct.
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          1   There was no -- I'm speaking against the motion.

          2       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.

          3       MR. RAY:  The Chair was exactly correct.  There

          4   were no CAMs submitted to even affect Chapter 4.

          5   So I'm not sure what the presenter was shooting

          6   for.

          7            Please don't rely on this nice orange

          8   handout you were all given because it looks like

          9   they're trying to remove some language that 25

         10   somehow applies to land-based and marine

         11   applications.  That's like trying to do an

         12   end-around.  It has nothing to do with that.
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         13            What the submitter is trying to do is he's

         14   trying to circumvent what the Standards Council

         15   directed our Committee to do which was since our

         16   document correctly includes what an owner needs to

         17   do when he makes changes to the use or changes to

         18   the physical structure of his building, he needs to

         19   address that.  That's what the Standards Council

         20   said.  They said, since that's in the scope of your

         21   document, it needs to be mentioned in the scope in

         22   Chapter 1.

         23            So I don't know what they come up with

         24   where all of a sudden they want to attack Chapter 4
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          1   when there was no CAMs even submitted for 4 and

          2   then try to place something where it's going to

          3   just remove the part about land-based and marine.

          4   That's not the answer.

          5            So I speak against the motion.  And,

          6   again, the owners want to continue to insinuate

          7   that somehow an NFPA 25 inspection is a

          8   recommissioning event.  It is not a recommissioning

          9   event of your building.  The owners need to take

         10   some responsibility for what goes on in their

         11   buildings, and they cannot rely on an NFPA 25

         12   inspection to do that.  Thank you.

         13       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Microphone 4 again.

         14       MR. WIEGAND:  Karl Wiegand, Globe Fire

         15   Sprinkler.  I speak against the motion.

         16            What exists currently and what has existed
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         17   in Chapter 4 of NFPA 25 is an owner's section.  Now

         18   one thing that's been the confusion in the past of

         19   the scope of NFPA 25 is because it's called an

         20   inspection, testing, and maintenance standard that

         21   all that's mentioned within the scope is going to

         22   be inspection, testing, and maintenance.

         23            We've also in the past had material

         24   describing what the owner needs to do in terms of
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          1   the inspection, testing, and maintenance protocol.

          2   And part of that is to ensure that their system is

          3   the same as it was at the previous inspection and

          4   when the system was initially put into service.

          5   And in doing that, they are making sure that there

          6   is no other changes within the system.

          7            So this has been within the scope of the

          8   document since the entire -- since Chapter 4 has

          9   been within the document.  So in order to make the

         10   document meet -- to actually talk about the entire

         11   scope, we need to include that in the scope of the

         12   standard.  And that's what we were forced to do or

         13   what we were told to do early on within the Cycle.

         14       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mic 6 again.

         15       MR. FRABLE:  Dave Frable, U.S. General Services

         16   Administration, speaking in support of the motion.

         17            The Chair got it.  I'm not sure if the

         18   people voting against the motion got it, but the

         19   issue is we're looking at the scope.  The scope

         20   this Cycle includes words such as "determine when

         21   there's a change in occupancy, use, process
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         22   materials", et cetera.  We're not attempting to

         23   change anything in Chapter 4 or 5.  That's not the

         24   purpose of this proposal.  It's the scope issue.
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          1            NFPA 25 is for inspection, testing, and

          2   maintenance.  The scope was fine all along.

          3            Regarding the Standards Council, they

          4   asked the Technical Committee to re-evaluate and

          5   look at the standard.  They didn't direct or

          6   mandate them to change the scope.  The Technical

          7   Committee could have come back and said the scope

          8   is fine.

          9            We believe it is because now you're

         10   including design issues; and if you're going to

         11   include design issues, we believe the inspection,

         12   testing and maintenance personnel are going to have

         13   to be trained in design issues if they're going to

         14   have to comply with the standard.  I urge you to

         15   support our motion.  Thank you.

         16       MR. MILKE:  Microphone Number 5.

         17       MR. FLEMING:  Russ Fleming, National Fire

         18   Sprinkler Association, speaking against the motion.

         19            The word "scope" is confusing to people

         20   because it's used in several ways.  The same people

         21   who are making this motion in the last Cycle tried

         22   to get rid of those sections in Chapter 4 you heard

         23   about because they were outside the scope of the

         24   document and the Committee.  The Standards Council
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          1   actually ruled that they are within the scope of

          2   the Committee.  So we have the Committee scope, and

          3   the Committee is empowered to address these issues

          4   of change in hazard.

          5            But the reason the Standards Council asked

          6   the Committee to look at its documents scope is

          7   that the wording in front of the document didn't

          8   reflect the inclusion of this hazard evaluation.

          9   So the change in the ROP was a correction to the

         10   document scope to officially comply with the

         11   Standards Council's direction that it actually

         12   states what's in the document.

         13            There's a third scope that's thrown around

         14   sometimes.  That's the scope of a typical system

         15   inspection, and no one is arguing that this hazard

         16   evaluation is part of the typical system

         17   inspection.

         18            So we got three things.  The Committee

         19   scope is -- everything is fine with that.  The

         20   Committee is acting within its scope as assigned by

         21   the Standards Council.  The scope of a typical

         22   inspection, nobody is challenging that.  But the

         23   stated scope of the document, that is what is being

         24   corrected here, to make everything align properly.
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          1            I urge you to vote against the motion.

          2       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.
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          3       MR. RAY:  Richard Ray, Cybor Fire Protection,

          4   representing Illinois Fire Prevention Association

          5   speaking against the motion.

          6            The mere fact that these items are an

          7   owner's responsibility are inside the document.

          8   They're inside the body.  They're inside.  In fact,

          9   the entire Chapter 4 is what an owner does when

         10   things happen in his building.  It has to be

         11   included in the scope.  And so I would urge you to

         12   vote against this motion.

         13       MR. MILKE:  Any further discussion on

         14   Motion 25-1 to accept Comment 25-2?  Yes, sir,

         15   Mic 4.

         16       A VOICE:  Brief comment.  Providing guidance

         17   for direction of where to go when an occupancy

         18   change occurs does not make this a design standard

         19   in any form.  It does not introduce design issues.

         20   It strictly provides direction that points to the

         21   design standards, not including or does not make it

         22   a design scope.

         23       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Any further comments?

         24   Mr. Koffel, any closing remarks from you?
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          1       MR. KOFFEL:  Yes, Mr. Chair.  Just two.  I just

          2   want to make sure the voting membership is aware of

          3   the motion.  You heard some testimony to that

          4   effect.  The motion would be to accept Comment 25-2

          5   which would return us to existing text and then to

          6   further delete the text that is shown on the

          7   handout.
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          8            So the language really in question here is

          9   changes in occupancy, use, process, materials,

         10   hazard or water supply, et cetera.  I am not aware

         11   of any requirements that were added to this

         12   standard by the Committee in response to the

         13   revision in the scope, nor am I aware of any

         14   attempts to delete text from the existing standard

         15   in Chapter 4.  Therefore, the Committee believes

         16   the revised scope statement matches the content of

         17   the document.

         18       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Before we vote, let me

         19   restate the motion.  Motion on the floor is to

         20   accept Comment 25-2.  Please record your vote, 1 is

         21   in favor, 2 is opposed.  Let's start the voting.

         22   5 seconds.

         23            And the voting is closed.  Motion fails.

         24            Let us now proceed with discussion on
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          1   Certified Amending Motion 25-2.  Microphone 6,

          2   please.

          3       MR. FRABLE:  Good afternoon.  My name is

          4   Dave Frable, representing the U.S. General Services

          5   Administration.  I am the submitter's designated

          6   representative for the Certified Amending Motion.

          7       MR. MILKE:  Is there a second?

          8       A VOICE:  Second.

          9       MR. FRABLE:  Let me make a motion first.  I

         10   would like to move Motion Sequence Number 25-2

         11   which would accept Comment 25-4.
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         12       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Is that second still --

         13       A VOICE:  Second.

         14       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mr. Frable is the

         15   properly designated representative for Mr. Elvove.

         16   Please proceed.

         17       MR. FRABLE:  The intent of this motion is to

         18   accept Comment 25-4 which would accept ROP 25-8.

         19            ROP 25-8 has two intentions, deleting

         20   Section 1.1.3.1 and modifying the annex material

         21   A.1.1.3.  Section 1.1.3.1. states, "This standard

         22   does not require the inspector to verify the

         23   adequacy of the design of the system."

         24            We believe this type of language does not
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          1   belong in this standard or any NFPA Standard.  The

          2   responsibility of who does what was never stated in

          3   this document until last Cycle, and we believe this

          4   was a major mistake.

          5            ROP 25-8 is aimed to undue this mistake

          6   and delete language in the standard that directs

          7   who does what.  To my knowledge, no other NFPA

          8   Standard dictates who does what.

          9            In addition, the individual referenced as

         10   the inspector is not defined within this standard

         11   and is only referenced in the document in this

         12   specific section of the standard.  The modified

         13   language and annex material A.1.3.1 maintains the

         14   intent of 1.1.3 but provides additional language

         15   that gives the building owner the option of

         16   including an evaluation as part of normal
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         17   inspection, testing, and maintenance.

         18            Since the membership does concur with the

         19   Technical Committee on the document scope, then

         20   this annex material is needed to be correlated.

         21   Please remember, once again, that the primary

         22   intent and purpose of NFPA 25 was established to

         23   provide requirements for inspection, testing, and

         24   maintenance of water-based systems.  We believe
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          1   that this is a common sense revision, and we urge

          2   your support to our motion to accept ROC 25-4.

          3   Thank you.

          4       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Again, the motion on

          5   the floor is to accept Comment 25-4.  Mr. Koffel.

          6       MR. KOFFEL:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  The concept

          7   that during an inspection activity we can assume

          8   that the system was properly designed and installed

          9   has been in the standard since its existence to the

         10   best of my knowledge.  I will agree that this

         11   language was modified in a recent revision to the

         12   document.

         13            However, the Committee believes it's

         14   appropriate to clarify that during an inspection

         15   activity, it is not expected that that individual

         16   will verify the adequacy of the design each year or

         17   at whatever frequencies they are performing that

         18   inspection activity.

         19            With regard to the latter part of the

         20   annex note, the Committee believes that the owner
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         21   can always engage in a contractual agreement with

         22   any party to perform services of any nature and

         23   that that did not need to be explicitly stated in

         24   the standard.
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          1       MR. MILKE:  Thank you, Mr. Koffel.  With that,

          2   we will open debate on the motion.  Please provide

          3   your name and affiliation and whether you are

          4   speaking in support or against the motion.

          5   Microphone 4.

          6       MR. RAY:  Rich Ray, Cybor Fire Protection

          7   Company, representing Illinois Fire Prevention

          8   Association.  I speak against this motion, and I

          9   urge you to vote against this motion.

         10            Bill Koffel nailed it again as he usually

         11   does.  The submitter wants the document to say that

         12   this evaluation of the adequacy of the system can

         13   be added to the scope of inspection.  An owner can

         14   do anything he wants.  We don't want to put in the

         15   document that the owner can paint the building red

         16   if he would like.  I mean, where would we stop that

         17   list?  An owner can do anything he would like.

         18            What the submitter is trying to do is blur

         19   the lines between inspection, a wear-and-tear

         20   inspection and test.  Does the flow switch still

         21   work?  Does the control valve operate?  Does the

         22   tamper switch operate?  What are the results of a

         23   main drain test?  It is not a review.  Again, I'll

         24   say the same thing, it is not a recommission event.
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          1            It's rather dangerous to try to blur these

          2   lines between an inspection of a fire protection

          3   system and determining adequacy of the design of

          4   that system.  The level of expertise is

          5   exponential.  One, you're looking at someone who is

          6   trained as a technician.  The other one, you're

          7   looking at someone who's trained most likely as a

          8   fire protection engineer with vast knowledge of

          9   commodities, suppression methods, types of

         10   sprinklers, orifice sizes, temperature effects,

         11   many items.

         12            This reminds me of the FFPE white paper

         13   that came back out in the late '90s that made a

         14   very thick black line between the work of an

         15   engineer and the work of a technician.  It's the

         16   same issue here, and you need to vote against this

         17   so we can keep that line very thick and very black.

         18   Thank you.

         19       MR. MILKE:  4 again.

         20       MR. WIEGAND:  Karl Wiegand, Globe Fire

         21   Sprinkler.  I agree with a lot of what Mr. Ray just

         22   said.

         23            Just to further clarify once again.  As we

         24   were talking about before, we have multiple items
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          1   we are dealing with in our scope, but we also have

          2   to make sure that within that scope that we define,
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          3   you know, what's going on with what.  And we do

          4   have to make sure that we differentiate between

          5   what an inspector is supposed to do and what the

          6   building owner is supposed to do because we really

          7   want to make sure that we're not going to put the

          8   onus of designing a system on an inspector because

          9   an inspector's job, as people said before, is

         10   simply to make sure the system is continuing to

         11   work as it initially was installed to work.  Thank

         12   you.

         13       MR. MILKE:  Microphone 5.

         14       MR. NASBY:  Jim Nasby.  I'm a member of NFPA 20

         15   and I know that NFPA 20 does talk about

         16   requirements for -- I'm sorry, I'm speaking against

         17   this motion.  I agree with many of the comments

         18   that the gentleman from Cybor made for IFPA,

         19   Illinois Fire Protection Association.

         20            And as I say, as a member of NFPA 20, 20

         21   does have requirements for what you do to evaluate

         22   a fire pump system, e.g., what you have to do in

         23   order to commission it and for it to be approved.

         24   I see it's important to isolate the design issues
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          1   and the commissioning issues from periodic

          2   inspections.

          3            Also, if you blur that line, you're going

          4   to be involved with the local building officials

          5   and local codes and reinspection of buildings.

          6            Finally, as a commercial issue, if we
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          7   expand the scope to say, well, an inspector doing a

          8   25 inspection also has to be thinking about how the

          9   building is used or how the sprinkler system was

         10   designed, nobody is going to be able to quote on

         11   the cost of doing an inspection.  I think it's

         12   going to basically shut down inspections.

         13            So I don't think this is a good idea.

         14       MR. MILKE:  Any further discussion on

         15   Motion 25-2 to accept Comment 25-4?

         16            Mr. Koffel, final comments?

         17       MR. KOFFEL:  No, sir.

         18       MR. MILKE:  We will then move to a vote.

         19   Before we vote, let me restate the motion.  The

         20   motion on the floor is to accept Comment 25-4.

         21   Please record your vote, 1 in favor, 2, opposed.

         22   Start the voting now.  5 seconds.

         23            Voting is closed.  Motion fails.

         24            Let's now proceed with discussion on

�
                                                                      274

          1   Certified Amending Motion 25-3.  Microphone 6,

          2   please.

          3       MR. PETERKIN:  Tim Peterkin, Heery

          4   International.  I would like to move Certified

          5   Amending Motion 25-3 to accept Comment 25-26.

          6       MR. MILKE:  Is there a second?

          7       A VOICE:  Second.

          8       MR. MILKE:  There's a second.  Mr. Peterkin is

          9   the properly designated representative for

         10   Mr. Elvove.  Please proceed with your discussion,

         11   please.
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         12       MR. PETERKIN:  Thank you.  The current edition

         13   of 25 defines "qualified" as a competent and

         14   capable person or company that has met requirements

         15   and training for a given field acceptable to the

         16   authority having jurisdiction.  It also says that

         17   inspection, testing, and maintenance can be done by

         18   personnel who have developed competence through

         19   training and experience.

         20            The Code already has currently a number of

         21   sections that use the word "qualified", where

         22   efforts are requiring someone that is qualified to

         23   do those things.  But the general definition of

         24   who's able to do the inspection, testing, and
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          1   maintenance for certain things is left as someone

          2   who's demonstrated through competence, through

          3   training, and experience.  So if we go through --

          4   to make the general definition "qualified", does

          5   that mean that now I have to be qualified to do a

          6   weekly inspection of a gauge?  Do I have to be

          7   qualified to inspect the valve that's open?  Do I

          8   have to be qualified to look at sprinkler

          9   obstructions from storage?

         10            I think we just need to leave the Code

         11   where qualified people have to do certain efforts,

         12   need to be specific, leave them as qualified to do

         13   a flow test, qualified to do the certain things

         14   that need a qualified person.  Let the people that

         15   have demonstrated experience and competence do the
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         16   less intensive efforts.

         17            So I urge you to support the motion.

         18       MR. MILKE:  Motion on the floor again is to

         19   accept Comment 25-6.  Mr. Koffel, the Committee's

         20   position?

         21       MR. KOFFEL:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I think the

         22   best thing for the membership to do is look at

         23   Proposal 25-49.  You can see the change that was

         24   made during the ROP which was to insert the word
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          1   "qualified" and delete some text towards the end of

          2   that paragraph.

          3            The net effect is that the standard

          4   remains essentially the same in that the definition

          5   of "qualified" says you have to have proper

          6   competence through training and experience, very

          7   similar verbiage; but at the end of the definition,

          8   it does say, "acceptable to the authority having

          9   jurisdiction."

         10            However, even if you leave the text in

         11   Chapter 4 the way it is, most likely the authority

         12   having jurisdiction is still going to be the one

         13   that determines if the person performing that

         14   activity is competent through training and

         15   experience.

         16            So I'm not sure there's much difference.

         17   The Committee's intent was that "qualified" was the

         18   defined term and, therefore, that should be in the

         19   standard.

         20       MR. MILKE:  Thank you, Mr. Koffel.  With that,
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         21   we will open up debate on the motion.  Please

         22   provide your name and affiliation and whether

         23   you're speaking for or against the motion.

         24   Microphone 5, please.
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          1       MR. BOSMA:  Good afternoon, Mr. Chair.  My name

          2   is Mike Bosma, and I'm a principal member of the

          3   NFPA 25 Committee representing manufacturers on

          4   behalf of the NFSA.  I'm here to speak against this

          5   motion.

          6            We feel it's important that qualified

          7   persons do perform the tasks identified in this

          8   standard.  The Committee accepted, as Mr. Koffel

          9   described, the proposed use of the word "qualified"

         10   to better describe that the person doing this work

         11   is approved by an authority having jurisdiction.

         12   This was balloted and affirmed by the Committee at

         13   the proposal stage by a vote of 32 to 1.

         14            There is a definition of "qualified" in

         15   this standard.  That definition of "qualified" is

         16   consistent with other NFPA standards, and it does

         17   not limit an owner for meeting the definition

         18   through experience or training by individual

         19   activity.

         20            So I urge you to please vote against this

         21   motion.

         22       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Microphone 6.

         23       MR. FRABLE:  Dave Frable, U.S. General Services

         24   Administration, speaking in support of this motion.
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          1            I disagree with the Chair's assumption

          2   that the definition in this section will not impact

          3   everything.  The term "qualified" currently is

          4   listed in eight places, eight specific places

          5   throughout the standard deliberately as these areas

          6   unquestionably require a higher level of knowledge.

          7   If a similar higher level of knowledge is required

          8   by individuals in other areas, then the term

          9   "qualified" should have been specifically added

         10   where deemed appropriate.

         11            A simple task such as checking to see if a

         12   hydraulic sign is in place would need to be

         13   performed by qualified individuals.  I believe a

         14   majority of individuals here could perform that

         15   task without being qualified and approved by an

         16   AHJ.

         17            In addition, I think it's going to lead to

         18   confusion because now we got eight specific

         19   locations throughout the document with the term

         20   "qualified", and now you got up in Chapter 4

         21   another overall global term that says "qualified".

         22            So that's going to lose -- it's supposed

         23   to be a user-friendly document.  I think that's

         24   going to add to confusion.
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          1            Lastly, since a qualified person needs to
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          2   be approved by an AHJ, we strongly believe that the

          3   proposal will have unintended consequences and put

          4   additional workload on jurisdictions to ensure that

          5   all activities performing ITM per the requirements

          6   of 25 are competent and capable in their given

          7   field.

          8            As an AHJ myself responsible for over

          9   1500 federally-owned buildings, I believe this

         10   definitely will put an undue burden and additional

         11   work on my staff to improve and ensure each

         12   individual is performing simple tasks of ITMs as a

         13   capable, competent person or company that had met

         14   the requirements for noncomplex tasks.

         15            We urge you to support the motion.  Thank

         16   you.

         17       MR. MILKE:  Number 4.

         18       MR. RAY:  Richard Ray, Cybor Fire Protection

         19   Company speaking on behalf of the Illinois Fire

         20   Prevention Association.  I'm also a member of the

         21   NFPA 25 Committee.  I speak against the motion.

         22            The Committee was a hundred percent when

         23   they rejected this comment.  The definition

         24   "qualified", it's in the standard, and I think the

�
                                                                      280

          1   key words that maybe don't want to be spoken here

          2   is "competent" and "capable".  I'm competent and

          3   capable to do many things.  I'm a fire protection

          4   engineer.  So I'm competent and capable to do fire

          5   protection engineering.  I'm not competent and

          6   capable to do dentistry.
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          7            And I wonder if the actual intent here is

          8   maybe to cut the authority having jurisdiction out

          9   of the loop.  I've never in 30 years of being a

         10   fire protection contractor run into an authority

         11   having jurisdiction that would tell an owner of a

         12   building or an occupant of a building that he's not

         13   competent or capable of reading a gauge.  They may

         14   tell him that he's not competent or capable of

         15   interpreting the results of a trip test of a dry

         16   pipe valve, but they're not going to tell him he's

         17   not competent or capable.

         18            So I think we need to be careful about

         19   this, and I would urge you, strongly, all of you,

         20   please vote against this motion.

         21       MR. MILKE:  Microphone Number 3, please.

         22       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         23   GBH International.  I'm speaking in support of the

         24   motion.
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          1            I was one of the people who spoke

          2   yesterday to try to get consistency between the

          3   definitions of "qualified" in different documents.

          4   We do not have consistency between the definitions

          5   of "qualified" in different documents.

          6            Consequently, if the term stays in here,

          7   that will require the authority having jurisdiction

          8   to ensure that they read the definition of

          9   "qualified" in 25 and make sure that that's not

         10   different from the definition of "qualified" that
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         11   they have adopted for other purposes as shown in

         12   the other documents.

         13            I think it would simply help to delete

         14   that word from the text.  I urge you to support the

         15   motion.  Thank you.

         16       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Number 6.

         17       MR. BEEBE:  Chad Beebe, American Hospitals

         18   Association, American Society for Healthcare

         19   Engineering.

         20            At our Healthcare section business meeting

         21   yesterday, we voted to unanimously support this

         22   motion.

         23            As a former authority on jurisdiction, I

         24   think that the real issue here, it doesn't have to
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          1   do with qualified.  I don't think that was our

          2   concern at all.  It's really about having the last

          3   part of that sentence in there that says it's got

          4   to be accepted by the authority under jurisdiction.

          5   As a former authority of a jurisdiction, I never

          6   really looked to see if somebody had any

          7   qualifications or training or experience in order

          8   to look at to see if a valve is open or to look at

          9   a gauge.  These are things that are done every day

         10   in our hospitals, and this is a document that we

         11   use quite a bit in the hospitals, and those are

         12   tasks that need to happen without regard to whether

         13   or not that person has the proper qualification to

         14   do so.  They need to record that.  That is checked

         15   through many different processes like joint
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         16   commissions and different accreditation programs.

         17            So I urge you to support this motion.

         18       MR. MILKE:  Okay.  Thank you.

         19   Microphone Number 6, again.

         20       MR. DAGENAIS:  Dave Dagenais speaking on behalf

         21   of myself in favor of the motion.

         22            Within the healthcare arena, we have on

         23   any given day multiple AHJs who can walk into our

         24   facility at any given time.  What we currently have
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          1   within the current text works.  There's no evidence

          2   that it doesn't.  By putting the terminology in

          3   here, "approval by the AHJ", you virtually have to

          4   give each individual AHJ to have a separate

          5   individual approval, and those approvals could

          6   actually contradict each other.

          7            What we have works.  Why are we focusing

          8   efforts on changing something that works?  I urge

          9   to support this motion.

         10       MR. MILKE:  Number 5.

         11       MR. CAPUTO:  My name is Bob Caputo.  I'm a

         12   member of the 25 Committee.  I am speaking in

         13   opposition to the motion.

         14            We seem to be focused on a lot of the more

         15   simple tasks included in NFPA 25 that might not

         16   require significant qualification, but we should

         17   remember that we are dealing with multiple

         18   water-based systems including fire pumps, water

         19   storage tanks, and the types and kinds of
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         20   inspection, testing, and maintenance requirements

         21   that clearly require qualification above that which

         22   an average person might be able to perform such as

         23   the observation of gauges or valves and similar.

         24            Other than that, I just want to commend
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          1   the hard work of the staff and of our Chairman for

          2   bringing us to this point through this process very

          3   successfully.  Thank you.

          4       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Number 4.

          5       MR. RAY:  Rich Ray, Cybor Fire, speaking on

          6   behalf of the Illinois Fire Prevention Association,

          7   speaking against the motion.

          8            Don't get caught up about every

          9   jurisdiction having to approve me.  That's not what

         10   it says.  It says "acceptable".  There's a big

         11   difference between "acceptable" and "approved".

         12   And, boy, if an AHJ is not going to accept someone

         13   in the hospital who works there every day looking

         14   at a gauge, then there's a problem with that person

         15   at the hospital.  Thank you.

         16       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Number 5.

         17       MR. BILBO:  Cecil Bilbo with Parkland College

         18   and the Academy of Fire Sprinkler Technology.  I

         19   also commend the Committee and the work that they

         20   have done including this revision to this

         21   requirement for 4.1.1.2.  The fact --

         22       MR. MILKE:  Are you for or against?

         23       MR. BILBO:  I'm sorry.  I'm against the motion.

         24            It is my belief that we should have the
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          1   term "qualified" so that AHJs have the ability to

          2   determine who is competent through training and

          3   experience to perform these functions.  They can

          4   approve someone for individual tasks or they have

          5   the ability to legislate the fact that only certain

          6   people can do this through certain licensing

          7   requirements.  Thank you.

          8       MR. MILKE:  All right.  Thank you.  Is there

          9   any further discussion on Motion 25-3 to accept

         10   Comment 25-26.  Mr. Chair, final comments?

         11       MR. KOFFEL:  Just one final comment.  You have

         12   heard testimony that there are other paragraphs

         13   that contain the word "qualified" that are specific

         14   to certain tasks, and that is true.  The Committee

         15   did not choose to delete the text from those

         16   paragraphs pending the outcome of this activity

         17   which is a general requirement that inspection,

         18   testing, and maintenance be performed by qualified

         19   personnel.

         20            I do think depending upon the outcome of

         21   this Cycle, it may be appropriate for the Committee

         22   to revisit those other paragraphs.  However, had we

         23   done so during this Cycle, we would probably have

         24   about eight more Certified Amending Motions to be
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          1   dealing with.
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          2       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Let's go on to the

          3   vote.  Before we do that, though, restating the

          4   motion.  The motion on the floor is to accept

          5   Comment 25-26.  Please record your vote, 1, for; 2,

          6   opposed.  Start the voting.  5 seconds.

          7            Voting is closed.  Motion has failed.

          8            Let's now proceed with discussion on

          9   Certified Amending Motion 25-4.  Microphone 3,

         10   please.

         11       MR. VICTOR:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I am

         12   Terry Victor with Simplex/Grinnell/Tyco, and I'm

         13   making a motion to accept Proposal 25-47 and new

         14   Sections 4.1.4.1.1 and A.4.1.4.1.1.

         15       MR. MILKE:  There's a motion on the floor to

         16   accept an identifiable part of Proposal 25-47.  Is

         17   there a second?

         18       A VOICE:  Second.

         19       MR. MILKE:  We have a second.  So let's please

         20   proceed with the discussion.  Mr. Victor.

         21       MR. VICTOR:  Again, Terry Victor with

         22   Tyco/Simplex/Grinnell.  I've been on the NFPA 25

         23   Committee since its inception, and I'm representing

         24   Tyco/Simplex/Grinnell in this situation.
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          1            What I'm proposing is to add language to

          2   the document that puts some enforceable time frames

          3   around correcting deficiencies and impairments.

          4   There's a series of three motions that I'm going to

          5   be making.  This is the first of which and it
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          6   involves impairments themselves.

          7            Currently within the document, there is no

          8   language that says any time frame has to be

          9   established in order to correct deficiencies or

         10   correct impairments.  That's a problem.  That's a

         11   problem for building owners.  That's a problem for

         12   authorities having jurisdiction; and that's a

         13   problem for companies that perform repairs and

         14   corrections.

         15            By establishing these time frames, we can

         16   help to move the process along and put these

         17   sprinkler systems back in service so they're

         18   offering the kind of life safety and property

         19   protection that they're supposed to be offering.

         20            The responsible owners, they get their

         21   deficiencies corrected right away.  They get their

         22   impairments corrected immediately and, you know,

         23   they're very responsible with their sprinkler

         24   systems and other systems that are involved within
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          1   NFPA 25.  But there are others that aren't so

          2   conscientious about their systems.

          3            In talking with many authorities having

          4   jurisdictions, one of the problems with enforcing

          5   NFPA 25 is that there aren't any time frames for

          6   correcting these deficiencies and impairments.

          7            This first motion deals with impairments,

          8   and all it basically says, and I'll read the

          9   motion, I'll read the proposal, it says,

         10   "Impairment shall be corrected or repaired
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         11   immediately."  By definition, an impairment means

         12   the system isn't going to work.

         13            So all I'm attempting to do is trigger the

         14   building owner to carry out the procedures that are

         15   in Chapter 15 on impairments and start that process

         16   of getting those impairments corrected right away,

         17   put the system back in service, protect life and

         18   property.  Thank you.

         19       MR. MILKE:  Mr. Koffel, would you like to offer

         20   the Committee's position?

         21       MR. KOFFEL:  Yes.  Thank you.  The proposed

         22   text for 4.1.4.1.1 would say that the impairment

         23   shall be corrected or repaired immediately.  It

         24   does not say that the owner shall commence
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          1   addressing the impairment immediately.  If you look

          2   at the annex noted, then it admits that this may

          3   take a period of time to correct and address that

          4   impairment.

          5            So the Committee believes that we

          6   adequately addressed the provisions for impairment

          7   in Chapter 4 and Chapter 15 by giving those

          8   measures that are necessary to properly protect the

          9   building during a period of impairment, that

         10   they're adequately addressed in other sections of

         11   the standard.

         12       MR. MILKE:  Thank you, Mr. Koffel.  With that,

         13   we will open up debate on the motion.  Please

         14   provide your name and affiliation and whether
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         15   you're speaking in support or against.  Microphone

         16   6, please.

         17       MR. STANLEY:  My name is George Stanley with

         18   Wiginton Fire Protection Engineering, speaking in

         19   favor of the motion.

         20            NFPA 25 was developed and adopted to

         21   ensure that water-based fire protection systems are

         22   properly inspected and maintained.  Everybody in

         23   this room understands the importance and the value

         24   of maintaining their systems and making sure that
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          1   they're ready and fit when they need to operate.

          2            But there are millions of average business

          3   owners and developers that don't understand the

          4   importance of that.  They only understand that they

          5   have a system because Code mandated it.

          6            Proposal 25-47 only clarifies what we

          7   already know in this room, that impairments need to

          8   be repaired immediately.  I urge you to support the

          9   motion.

         10       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Microphone 4.

         11       MR. LEAVITT:  My name is Russ Leavitt.  I am a

         12   principal member of the NFPA 25 representing the

         13   Home Depot and I'm here representing Home Depot

         14   today.  NFPA 25 already mandates that -- and I'm

         15   speaking against the motion.  Thank you.

         16            NFPA 25 already mandates that deficiencies

         17   be corrected.  The enforcement of this, time frame

         18   and everything else, falls within the purview of

         19   the enforcing agency.  NFPA 1, the Fire Code, gives
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         20   numerous ways that the authority having

         21   jurisdiction, as the fire department, specifically

         22   can enforce these items.  In fact, NFPA 1 has

         23   extracted portions of NFPA 25 with no reference to

         24   specific time frames or such and are given that.
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          1            Many authorities having jurisdiction

          2   throughout the United States including states such

          3   as Texas, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, California

          4   have enacted enforcement requirements with time

          5   frames and such.

          6            In addition, other similar standards that

          7   contain inspection, testing, and maintenance such

          8   as NFPA 72 mandates reporting of deficiencies

          9   within a certain time period but not mandates time

         10   periods within which these must be done.  NFPA 11,

         11   17A and others are similar in mandating that

         12   deficiencies be corrected but, again, not mandating

         13   a specific time period.  This is left to the

         14   authority having jurisdiction, and that's where it

         15   should rest.

         16       MR. MILKE:  Microphone 5.

         17       MR. PETERKIN:  Jim Peterkin, Heery

         18   International speaking on behalf of the Healthcare

         19   section speaking in opposition to the motion.

         20            As the previous gentlemen said, it was

         21   pretty much my point that this is really an

         22   enforcement issue.  It takes a Fire Code issue and

         23   tries to put it into an inspection, testing, and
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         24   maintenance issue.
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          1            The Healthcare section yesterday voted

          2   unanimously to support the opposition of this

          3   motion.  Hospitals are constantly having to work

          4   with the enforcement agencies, and there are times

          5   when immediate repairs of the system are possible.

          6   That's why we have interim life safety measures.

          7            So it's something that needs to be worked

          8   out with the authority having jurisdiction.  It

          9   belongs in the Fire Code, not in the inspection,

         10   testing, and maintenance standard.  The Committee

         11   got this one right.  Support the Committee.

         12       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Number 2.

         13       MR. RAY:  Rich Ray, Cybor Fire Protection,

         14   representing the Illinois Fire Prevention

         15   Association, speaking for the motion.

         16            NFPA 25 -- the gentleman from Home Depot

         17   was just a little off base.  He kept talking about

         18   deficiencies.  We're not talking about

         19   deficiencies.  We're talking about impairments.  A

         20   system is out of service.  It will not work.  It

         21   doesn't have a painted sprinkler.  It doesn't have

         22   a problem.  It won't work.

         23            As I said, it's a good book.  It tells the

         24   owner in Chapter 4, when there's an impairment, go
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          1   look in Chapter 15.  I don't know how many -- maybe

          2   some people in this room aren't familiar with this

          3   standard, but Chapter 15 on impairments never says

          4   you have to fix the impairment.  You have to notify

          5   the AHJ.  You have to tag the system.  You have to

          6   assign an impairment coordinator.  It doesn't say

          7   to fix it.

          8            If an owner is going to stand up here and

          9   argue that he should be able to decide when he

         10   should be able to fix the system, I'll offer this:

         11   That fire protection system was required for that

         12   building to get an occupancy permit.  If now that

         13   system doesn't have a fire protection system,

         14   should it still have an occupancy permit?

         15            You need to vote in favor of this motion,

         16   please.

         17       MR. MILKE:  Number 5.

         18       MR. SHEPPARD:  Bill Sheppard, Sheppard &

         19   Associates, Franklin, Michigan, member of the

         20   Technical Committee.

         21       MR. MILKE:  For or against, sir?

         22       MR. SHEPPARD:  Against the motion.

         23            I might point out that in addition to the

         24   comments made by our Chairman who indicated we had
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          1   language already in Chapter 4 and Chapter 15, the

          2   Technical Committee themselves overwhelmingly

          3   rejected the proposals that are now being brought

          4   before you 33 to nothing.

          5            So I build on what Mr. Leavitt said with
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          6   respect to the need for this when we have the

          7   language that's already in there that it gets

          8   inadequate, and you can work it out with the AHJ

          9   and local jurisdictions.  Thank you.

         10       MR. MILKE:  Number 6.

         11       MR. FRABLE:  Dave Frable U.S. General Services

         12   Administration, speaking against the motion and in

         13   support of the Committee action.

         14            One size does not fit all.  And if you

         15   read the proposal or the ROP that their proponent

         16   wants to go forward with, it says, "Impairment

         17   shall be corrected and repaired immediately."

         18   There's no mitigated actions.  There's no talking

         19   to the AHJ  and working out mitigating actions to

         20   reduce the risk until it can be repaired.

         21            I would urge you to disapprove this

         22   motion.  Thank you.

         23       MR. MILKE:  Number 4.

         24       MR. ENTREKIN:  Ben Entrekin, Kinder Morgan
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          1   Energy, speaking on behalf of Kinder Morgan.

          2       MR. MILKE:  For or against, sir?

          3       MR. ENTREKIN:  Against.  I agree with the

          4   Committee's actions that things cannot be -- cannot

          5   be corrected immediately, and I'll actually

          6   disagree with the gentleman in front here that this

          7   is not a painted sprinkler.  The appendix -- sorry,

          8   annex material in the back specifically says that a

          9   painted sprinkler or a rusted sprinkler is an
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         10   impairment.  It does not make the entire system

         11   fail.  We're not talking about a clapper valve

         12   that's welded shut.

         13            "Impairment" is a broad term, and the text

         14   gives great things to do to an impairment, not just

         15   notify.  It says you have to assign a coordinator,

         16   you have to tag it.  He mentioned a

         17   (undistinguishable) that's been given.  Well, one

         18   of the things you can do is evacuate the building.

         19   And if it's a building that has one person in it or

         20   it's got little commercial value, that could be a

         21   perfectly fine thing to do.

         22            They don't always have to be corrected.

         23   They can be dealt with.  Thank you.

         24       MR. MILKE:  Number 2.
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          1       MR. RAY:  Rich Ray, Cybor Fire Protection,

          2   Illinois Fire Prevention Association speaking in

          3   favor of the motion.

          4            When you say that an impairment needs to

          5   be fixed immediately, that means get the ball

          6   rolling.  Someone mentioned these things can't be

          7   fixed immediately.  Sometimes there are problems

          8   getting parts.  You got a fire pump that's dead,

          9   you have to order a fire pump.  You can't just run

         10   to -- no offense -- Home Depot and pick up a fire

         11   pump.  You can't.  So that could be a long-term --

         12   I didn't mean to mean any offense.  I'm sorry.

         13            And further, to this issue of occupancy,

         14   should this building be occupied, I am glad the
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         15   gentleman said that he could be evacuate his

         16   building.  I would like to be involved in that

         17   discussion.  I would like to see an owner willingly

         18   say, you know, I'll just empty out my building.

         19   I'll bet it doesn't happen very often.

         20            The other thing I should mention is think

         21   of all the trade-offs.  Think of all the trade-offs

         22   that the ICC, the International Building Code, BOCA

         23   from years ago gave to a building with fire

         24   sprinklers as opposed to one without it.  So now
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          1   we've got a building whose design was accepted,

          2   dead-end corridors, interior finishes all because

          3   of a fire protection system.  Now it doesn't have a

          4   fire protection system.  Now what does the fire

          5   department have when that building is on fire at

          6   3 o'clock on a Sunday morning?  Thank you.  You

          7   have to vote for this motion.

          8       MR. MILKE:  Number 4.

          9       MR. LEAVITT:  Russ Leavitt, representing the

         10   Home Depot speaking against the motion.

         11            Two points.  I want to clarify something

         12   that was mentioned that, yes, under impairments, it

         13   does not specifically speak of addressing

         14   impairments, but the owner is directed.  I quote,

         15   "The property owner's designated representative

         16   shall correct or repair deficiencies or

         17   impairments" and onwards.  So it is addressed.  The

         18   owner has to correct these.
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         19            Secondly, I just want to point out that

         20   this proposal was rejected by 33 eligible voters

         21   unanimously when it was originally presented to the

         22   Committee.

         23       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Number 5.

         24       MR. DAGENAIS:  Dave Dagenais, Wentworth
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          1   Hospital representing myself, speaking against the

          2   motion.

          3            The verbiage is very clear.  It says

          4   correct it immediately.  It doesn't say get the

          5   ball rolling.  We are taking this out of the hands

          6   of the AHJ.  The AHJ has a working process that

          7   they use now to manage with the owners, to put

          8   things in perspective and be rational.

          9            To put terminology within the Code with

         10   specific time lines that it has to be done is not

         11   the right approach.  I urge you to vote against

         12   this motion and support the Committee on this.

         13       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Number 4.

         14       MR. LEICHT:  Good afternoon.  R. T. Leicht,

         15   Delaware State Fire Marshal, Division Chief.  In

         16   Delaware -- I'm speaking against the motion.

         17            In Delaware, we have 18,000 systems.  We

         18   have a quality assurance program that's in effect.

         19   I looked real closely at NFPA 25.  It talks about

         20   inspection.  It talks about testing.  It talks

         21   about maintenance.  I don't see anything about

         22   enforcement in the scope of the document.  That's

         23   our job.
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         24            I heard it yesterday.  I heard it a couple
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          1   of times today.  Everyone keeps referring to what

          2   the AHJ folks do.  Leave us alone.  Tell us what

          3   you want to do and we'll do it.  What we do in the

          4   State of Delaware is you tell us, we get the

          5   balling rolling right away.  We expect to be

          6   notified within 24 hours of any impairment that's

          7   discovered by a contractor, and we'll take it from

          8   there.  If we feel that this building needs to be

          9   evacuate, we will have that building evacuated.  If

         10   we feel that we can have some kind of a plan of

         11   action to get it corrected, we'll establish that

         12   plan of correction.

         13            The point is, it's not the job of the

         14   document to tell us what we need to do and when we

         15   need to do it.  Let us do it.  We'll handle it.

         16   Okay.

         17            I strongly oppose this motion and urge

         18   that you vote it down, this action.

         19            And I want to also mention that I'm

         20   President of the International Fire Marshals

         21   Association.  We discussed this yesterday -- two

         22   days ago among the Executive Board of our

         23   Association, and the Association also agrees that

         24   this motion needs to be defeated.
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          1       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Number 2.

          2       A VOICE:  Call the question.

          3       MR. MILKE:  All right.  We have had a motion to

          4   call the question.  It's not debatable.  We go

          5   straight to a vote for that.

          6            If you would please lock your votes in, 1,

          7   for; 2, opposed.

          8       A VOICE:  We're voting on calling the question?

          9       MR. MILKE:  Yes, voting on calling the

         10   question.  5 seconds.

         11            And we close the voting.  That motion

         12   succeeds.

         13            So we go straight to a vote of the motion

         14   that was on the floor.  That is Motion 25-4, accept

         15   an identifiable part of Proposal 25-47.  Please

         16   record your vote.  1 is in favor of this motion.

         17   2 is opposed.  Start the voting.  5 seconds.

         18            And close.  Motion is successful.

         19            Let's now proceed with the discussion on

         20   Certified Amending Motion 25-5.

         21       MR. VICTOR:  Yes.  My name is Terry Victor with

         22   Tyco/Simplex/Grinnell, and I would move to accept

         23   Comment 25-32.

         24       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  There's a motion on the
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          1   floor to accept Comment 25-32.  I would like to

          2   inform the membership that motions 25-5 and 25-6

          3   will be discussed together as the actions take on

          4   one will render the other moot.
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          5       A VOICE:  Second.

          6       MR. MILKE:  Specifically, if Motion 25-5

          7   passes, 25-6 will not be heard.  So if you have

          8   comments on 25-6, now is the time to bring those

          9   up, in other words.

         10            So I think I heard a second on the motion

         11   to accept Comment 25-32.  So let us proceed with

         12   the discussion.  Microphone 3.

         13       MR. VICTOR:  Terry Victor, Simplex/Grinnell.

         14            This is a second in the series of motions

         15   that would put time constraints or at least time

         16   guidelines in the document for correcting

         17   impairments, critical deficiencies, and noncritical

         18   deficiencies.

         19            In this case, we're looking at critical

         20   deficiencies; and, by definition, these

         21   deficiencies are ones that will affect the

         22   performance of the system.  And what we're looking

         23   for is a time frame of 30 days to correct the

         24   deficiency.
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          1            When I submitted the proposal originally,

          2   the Committee came back said, well, that's too

          3   harsh of a time frame and there's no involvement of

          4   the authority having jurisdiction.  So now we do

          5   have additional language that's included in the

          6   comment.  The original language was not -- it was,

          7   "Critical deficiencies shall be corrected and

          8   repaired within 30 days."  And the additional

          9   language was added that says, "Corrections or
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         10   repairs shall be permitted to be made after 30 days

         11   if an approved correction plan is developed."  So

         12   an approved correction plan would involve the

         13   authority having jurisdiction that would allow the

         14   repairs to go beyond the 30-day time limit.

         15            As a contractor that does a lot of

         16   inspection, testing, and maintenance, a 30-day time

         17   frame is a reasonable time frame to get materials

         18   for most critical deficiencies and make that

         19   correction.

         20            So let's keep in mind, all of these

         21   proposals and comments are directed in Chapter 4.

         22   So this is guidance to the owner, specifically,

         23   that they need to get these things taken care of in

         24   a timely fashion.  In this case, critical
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          1   deficiencies shall be repaired within 30 days

          2   unless they come up with an approved plan by

          3   consulting with their authority having

          4   jurisdiction.  Thank you.

          5       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mr. Koffel, would you

          6   like to offer the Committee's position?

          7       MR. KOFFEL:  Yes, thank you.  In looking at

          8   this, the Committee did feel that this was an issue

          9   for the owner to work out with the authority having

         10   jurisdiction and that they can prioritize the need

         11   to correct these critical deficiencies in a

         12   reasonable but not specified time period.

         13            I would note that there is a difference
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         14   between the two comments.  Comment 25-33, which is

         15   actually the subject of Certified Amending

         16   Motion 25-6, says accept the proposal.  The

         17   proposal would be that there would be a 30-day time

         18   frame.  The Certified Amending Motion 25-5, which

         19   is on Comment 25-32, establishes a 30-day time

         20   frame, but then does say it can be extended beyond

         21   30 days if there's an approved plan of correction.

         22            But, again, the Committee believes that

         23   this is an issue between the owner and the

         24   authority having jurisdiction.
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          1       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  At this point, we can

          2   open up debate on the motion.  Please provide your

          3   name and affiliation and whether you're for or

          4   against.  Mic 6.

          5       MR. STANLEY:  George Stanley, Wiginton Fire

          6   Protection Engineering, speaking in favor of the

          7   motion.

          8            Critical deficiencies can quickly turn

          9   into impairments, and some may even go unnoticed.

         10   Don't we have an obligation to let the average

         11   owner know how important it is to get the necessary

         12   repairs done in a reasonable time frame?

         13            There are third-party companies propping

         14   up across the country to assist fire departments in

         15   sending out letters to owners insisting they make

         16   these necessary repairs.  This comment would help

         17   guide those companies on when they needed to send

         18   those letters on behalf of the fire department.
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         19            Again, Comment 25-32 gives a reasonable

         20   time frame for the owners to get bids, make the

         21   necessary repairs or develop a correction plan.  I

         22   urge you to support this motion.

         23       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mic 5 perhaps?

         24       MR. SHEPPARD:  Bill Sheppard, Sheppard &
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          1   Associates, Franklin, Michigan.  I speak against

          2   the motion.

          3            I would note that when this was discussed

          4   in Committee, it was reviewed and rejected by a

          5   large majority of 25 to 3.  Now we bring it back on

          6   the floor here.  It's another example of where we

          7   want the floor to do what the Committee's work

          8   should have been done and try to overturn it.

          9            I believe the AHJ has a stake in this and

         10   needs to work with the owners on what's critical

         11   and, further, about how long a deficiency should

         12   remain a deficiency.  I speak against the motion.

         13       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Microphone 6.

         14       MR. FRABLE:  Dave Frable, U.S. General Services

         15   Administration, speaking against the motion on the

         16   floor and in agreement with the Committee stating

         17   that this is an agreement between the AHJ and the

         18   owner for deciding when and how to mitigate or

         19   correct the issue within the building that is

         20   cited.

         21            The proponent has never stated there was a

         22   problem with the existing text.  However, he has
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         23   proposed specific time frames for issues to be

         24   corrected within the Code.  These numbers he's
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          1   choosing, the time frames in particular, are

          2   basically grabbing from the sky.  No technical

          3   justification for these numbers have also been

          4   provided.

          5            We urge you to oppose this change.  Thank

          6   you.

          7       MR. MILKE:  If I could, when you want to make a

          8   comment, please go to a mic that's properly labeled

          9   for the position.  That helps us balance the

         10   conversation here a bit.  The green ones are for.

         11   Number 4.

         12       MR. LEICHT:  Good afternoon.  R. T. Leicht,

         13   Division Chief, Delaware State Fire Marshal's

         14   Office.

         15            This is the same concept as what I just

         16   talked about and I have the same feeling about it.

         17   I strongly urge that you not accept this motion.

         18            If there's critical deficiencies as far

         19   as, say, Delaware is concerned, it's something that

         20   we want to know not 30 days after it's occurring.

         21   If it's certainly affecting the performance of a

         22   system, we want to know about it right away.  We're

         23   a little bit more concerned about what the

         24   occupancy is.  Certainly if it's a hospital, we
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          1   would like to know as soon as possible.  Other

          2   things, maybe we can be a little more lenient on.

          3            Regardless, once we know the critical

          4   deficiencies, we tell them how long they have to

          5   get them repaired.  And sometimes it will take a

          6   little bit longer and we'll accept a plan of

          7   action.

          8            Again, this is an enforcement issue.  The

          9   AHJ should determine it.  Not the standard.  And,

         10   again, this was an issue that -- as President of

         11   the International Fire Marshals Association, we

         12   brought it up to our Executive Board, and they all

         13   agreed that we're going to oppose the motion that's

         14   on the floor.  Thank you.

         15       MR. MILKE:  Number 6.

         16       MR. RAY:  Rich Ray, Cybor Fire Protection,

         17   speaking on behalf of the Illinois Fire Prevention

         18   Association, speaking in favor of the motion.

         19            The nice thing about this is it gives the

         20   owner an out.  It says if it's a critical

         21   deficiency, you fix it in 30 days.  But if you have

         22   an approved action plan, if you have discussed it

         23   with the AHJ, the clock stops.  It's a pretty good

         24   out.
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          1            I won't repeat about what's the point of

          2   having a system if you're not going to have a

          3   system.

          4            I hear the gentleman who's the AHJ, I
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          5   forget what state he's from, being a contractor and

          6   doing inspections for 30 years and probably looks

          7   at about 15,000 buildings a year.  The gentleman

          8   from Florida, George Stanley, he mentioned these

          9   third-party administrators that are now receiving

         10   inspection type paperwork to forward to AHJs to

         11   kind of help their day out because fire prevention

         12   bureaus across this country are getting gutted

         13   because there's no money.  The fire prevention

         14   group used to have four or five people on it.  Now

         15   it's down to one, maybe part-time.

         16            It's amazing through a 30-year career that

         17   we would send our inspectors back to the same

         18   buildings three, four, five, six, seven years in a

         19   row and we would write up the same things because

         20   there was never any teeth in NFPA 25 that ever said

         21   you had to fix anything.

         22            Again, what's the point of having a system

         23   if you're not going to take care of it?  It's like

         24   buying a brand new car.  You can buy a brand new
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          1   swank car, don't take care of it, and in a couple

          2   of years, it will be a bunch of nothing.

          3            So I can't urge you any strongly to vote

          4   in favor of this motion.  It's only about good fire

          5   protection.  Thank you.

          6       MR. MILKE:  Number 4.

          7       MR. LEAVITT:  Russ Leavitt, representing the

          8   Home Depot, speaking against the motion.
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          9            Couple things I want to point out is that

         10   with critical and later noncritical deficiencies,

         11   even though we have definitions for those in the

         12   standard, there is still only guidance in the annex

         13   of this standard and still much debate over what

         14   constitutes critical versus noncritical

         15   deficiencies.  Impairment is pretty

         16   straightforward.  When we start getting into other

         17   types of deficiencies, there's much judgment that

         18   comes into play, and that will impact the

         19   decision-making process on how an AHJ or others

         20   address the repair or correction.

         21            I do want to state again, I heard again

         22   that the standard does not mandate that the owner

         23   correct these.  The only thing that the standard

         24   doesn't do is mandate a specific time frame in

�
                                                                      310

          1   doing that.  The owner must correct deficiencies

          2   and impairments.

          3       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Microphone 5.

          4       MR. UNDERWOOD:  Yeah, Darryl Underwood,

          5   representing KGY in Detroit, Michigan, and I am

          6   speaking against the motion.

          7            The reason why I'm speaking against the

          8   motion is that if we're going to try to use the

          9   annex that we have out there, there are many, many

         10   flaws in it.  I may think if I'm going to make

         11   $5,000 and I have a gun in my hand that a

         12   fingernail broken is a major impairment.

         13            We don't know what a major impairment is
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         14   yet.  We have not gone through the process of a

         15   complete Committee, of finding out what they are.

         16   Thank you.

         17       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Number 3.

         18       MR. VICTOR:  Terry Victor with

         19   Tyco/Simplex/Grinnell, speaking in favor of the

         20   motion.

         21            Just a couple of things with respect to

         22   Chief Leicht.  This new language, this time frame,

         23   correcting the critical deficiencies, it's not

         24   directed at the authority having jurisdiction.  It
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          1   can be used by the authority having jurisdiction to

          2   make an owner repair something in a timely fashion.

          3            This is in Chapter 4.  The owner has the

          4   responsibility of complying with NFPA 25, cover to

          5   cover, and Chapter 4 has been sort of designated as

          6   the owner's chapter.  There was nothing in

          7   Chapter 4 prior to the insertion of this language

          8   that said anything about correcting within a

          9   certain time frame.

         10            And as Mr. Ray stated, as a contractor, we

         11   go back time and time and time again and write up

         12   the same deficiencies in multiple properties.

         13   Responsible owners are taking care of it.  The ones

         14   that are not responsible, they don't see anything

         15   in Chapter 4 that says we have to do it in any

         16   certain time frame.

         17            So it's important to put these time frames
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         18   in there so the owner sees that there is some

         19   degree of urgency.  There is absolute urgency for

         20   impairments.  They have to fix their systems or

         21   vacate their buildings or put in the impairment

         22   procedures.  Critical deficiencies they have to

         23   correct as soon as possible.  The 30 days is based

         24   on experience of obtaining materials and lining up
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          1   labor to make these corrections.  So it's guidance

          2   that's needed for the owner.

          3            And as far as enforcement goes, if the

          4   authority having jurisdiction then needs to enforce

          5   something to get that owner to make these

          6   corrections, they can use this language in

          7   Chapter 4 as part of that enforcement.  Thank you.

          8       MR. MILKE:  Number 5.

          9       MR. PETERKIN:  Jim Peterkin, Heery

         10   International, speaking on behalf of myself this

         11   time.  The gentleman says that --

         12       MR. MILKE:  Are you for or against?

         13       MR. PETERKIN:  Speaking against the motion.

         14            The gentleman says that they go back year

         15   after year and they find the same problems without

         16   it being corrected.  It doesn't have teeth.

         17            Well, the teeth don't belong in this Code.

         18   It belongs in the Fire Code.  That's what the AHJ

         19   is authorized to enforce as a Code.  If you don't

         20   like the way it's being enforced, go to the Fire

         21   Code and try to change that.  It doesn't belong in

         22   this document.  I urge you to oppose.
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         23       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Number 6.

         24       MR. WIEGAND:  Karl Wiegand, Globe Fire
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          1   Sprinkler, speaking in favor of the motion.

          2            What I'm here to talk about is the fact

          3   there's been some confusion about the impairments

          4   and the critical and noncritical deficiencies.  I

          5   want to point out that we actually did a lot in

          6   this Cycle to make them a little more clear as to

          7   what is what.  We took an annex that was Annex C

          8   and moved it to Annex A and then put that annex

          9   material through three different committees, one

         10   which was with the NFPA, particularly the NFPA ITM

         11   Committee, and then a subcommittee within NFPA 25,

         12   and then the NFPA 25 Committee itself looking at

         13   what fell under each category, and we were able to

         14   get consensus in all three groups.

         15            So I just think that we actually have a

         16   pretty good job of identifying a lot of things that

         17   fall under the three different categories.  I

         18   wanted to bring that point up.

         19       MR. MILKE:  Any further discussion?  Final

         20   comments, Mr. Koffel?

         21       MR. KOFFEL:  No, sir.

         22       MR. MILKE:  All right.  So let's proceed

         23   straight to a vote.  Before we actually do that,

         24   though, let me restate the motion.  The motion on
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          1   the floor is to accept Comment 25-32.  Please

          2   record your vote.  1 is in favor; 2, opposed.

          3   5 seconds.

          4            Voting is closed.  Motion passes.

          5            With that, we move then to 25-7.

          6   Microphone 3, please.

          7       MR. VICTOR:  Terry Victor with

          8   Tyco/Simplex/Grinnell.  I'd like to make a motion

          9   to accept Comment 25-34.

         10       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  There's a motion on the

         11   floor to accept Comment 25-34.  As with the last

         12   motion, I would like to inform the membership that

         13   the Motions 25-7 and 25-8 will be discussed

         14   together as the action taken on one will render the

         15   other moot.  Specifically if Motion 25-7 passes,

         16   25-8 will not be heard.  So get your comments in on

         17   25-8 now.

         18            Do we have a second?  Or I did hear a

         19   second --

         20       A VOICE:  Second.

         21       MR. MILKE:  -- on the motion?  So let's proceed

         22   straight with a discussion on the motion.

         23   Microphone 3.

         24       MR. VICTOR:  I don't know that we have to
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          1   belabor this anymore.  This is the same concept

          2   that we had on the previous two motions.  This is

          3   addressing noncritical deficiencies.  These are the
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          4   deficiencies which do not have material impact on

          5   the performance of a system.  So we're talking

          6   about, you know, gauges and signs and so forth.

          7            And this comment would put the correction

          8   of the noncritical deficiencies in a 90-day time

          9   frame with the same additional language that says

         10   if you can't do it within 90 days, work out a

         11   corrective plan with the authority having

         12   jurisdiction.  Same concept, just addressing

         13   noncritical deficiencies.  Thank you.

         14       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mr. Koffel, the

         15   Committee's position.

         16       MR. KOFFEL:  The Committee's position is really

         17   the same as it's been on the other issues.  We did

         18   not think the time frame should be longer than the

         19   standard.  Therefore, we did not really discuss

         20   whether any of these individually would have been

         21   appropriate.

         22            So I think the membership will need to

         23   evaluate whether there should be a requirement to

         24   correct a noncritical deficiency within a specific
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          1   time period.

          2       MR. MILKE:  All right.  Thank you for that.

          3   With that, we will open up debate on the motion.

          4   Please provide your name and affiliation and

          5   whether you're speaking for or against.  Mic 5.

          6       MR. CAPUTO:  Bob Caputo, member of the NFPA 25

          7   Committee speaking on behalf of myself.

          8            I speak in opposition to the motion, not
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          9   so much because of the concept of a time frame,

         10   but, for example, one noncritical deficiency would

         11   be missing a hydraulic data nameplate.  So if

         12   that's missing and it's obviously a couch system, I

         13   have 90 days to find a qualified person serving my

         14   system, provide hydraulic calculations, get water

         15   data, so on and so forth.

         16            I guess I'm a closet Libertarian because I

         17   feel like we're in the wrong place compelling an

         18   owner to spend money from a standards perspective

         19   as opposed to a Code-driven perspective; and if

         20   we're successful at this, I'm going to start

         21   running for Congress or something.

         22            So with that said, I encourage you to vote

         23   against the motion.

         24       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mic 4.
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          1       MR. LEICHT:  Division Chief R. T. Leicht, State

          2   of Delaware Fire Marshal's Office, and I speak

          3   against the motion for the same reasons I spoke

          4   against the last two.  So I won't go over that over

          5   and over again.

          6            There are certain deficiencies regardless

          7   if we call them critical or noncritical that we may

          8   want to have corrected within 90 days, not after

          9   90 days, and there's other we could care less if

         10   they ever got corrected.

         11            So I strongly urge that you vote against

         12   this motion.
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         13       MR. MILKE:  Number 6.

         14       MR. RAY:  Rich Ray, Cybor Fire Protection

         15   Company, representing Illinois Fire Prevention

         16   Association, and I speak in favor of the motion.

         17            Just as Terry said, it's the same thing as

         18   the critical.  Now it's noncritical.  It's 90 days.

         19   And Bob Caputo, holy cow, your placard is missing.

         20   Your placard is missing.  The standard says you got

         21   to have it say your as-built and your as-built

         22   counts.  It takes you two minutes, not 90 days.

         23   Got to vote for it.

         24       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mic 5.
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          1       MR. SHEPPARD:  Bill Sheppard, Sheppard &

          2   Associates, Franklin, Michigan, speaking in

          3   opposition to the motion.

          4            I support why he brought it up as far as

          5   this is a continual issue between the owner and the

          6   AHJ to work out and we don't need to have it -- a

          7   time frame written in the standard.  Thank you.

          8       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mic 4.

          9       MR. FRABLE:  Dave Frable, U.S. General Services

         10   Administration, speaking against the motion.

         11            Once again, this is a relationship between

         12   the AHJ and the building owner.

         13            In addition, these are noncritical

         14   deficiencies in this particular case.  And NFPA 25

         15   is not a Code.  It's a standard.  These time

         16   frames, if needed, need to be enforced by the

         17   International Fire Code or NFPA 1, not 25.  You are
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         18   going beyond the scope of the document.  Thank you.

         19       MR. MILKE:  All right.  Thank you.  Mic 6.

         20       MR. WIEGAND:  Karl Wiegand, Globe Fire

         21   Sprinkler, speaking in favor of the motion.

         22            Everybody keeps saying that the

         23   noncritical deficiencies aren't really that

         24   important.  And they're not that important for the
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          1   function of the system as far as whether or not

          2   it's going to actually put out a fire, you know, at

          3   that moment when the system activates; but they are

          4   important for doing inspections, knowing what

          5   handle I'm turning when I do things like that.  So

          6   it's really important that they are there.

          7            So we do need to put a time constraint on

          8   when they're put back in, because even though they

          9   won't directly affect whether or not the system is

         10   going to perform, they will directly affect how we

         11   can work on the system and whether or not we can

         12   even check to see if the system is performing

         13   correctly.

         14       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mic 5.

         15       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         16   GBH International, speaking for NAFRA and against

         17   the motion.

         18            I don't know if people actually read

         19   Comment 25-34 because it adds another section that

         20   says, Repairs shall be permitted to made after

         21   90 days if an approved corrective action plan is
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         22   developed.  So, in other words, ignore everything

         23   we said before.  Just write a corrective action

         24   plan and never do it.  This is what we want to add
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          1   to the standard?  Please don't.

          2       MR. MILKE:  Is there any further discussion on

          3   this motion?  Mic 5?  Nope?  Mr. Koffel?

          4       MR. KOFFEL:  Nothing further.

          5       MR. MILKE:  I'm sorry.  Mic 2.

          6       MR. RAY:  Rich Ray, Cybor Fire Protection

          7   Company, representing Illinois Fire Prevention

          8   Association, speaking in favor of the motion.

          9            You know, you say you shouldn't have it in

         10   a standard.  It should be in a Code.  But the

         11   International Fire Code is going to say that you

         12   install your fire protection system sprinklers in

         13   accordance with NFPA 13.  NFPA 13 says you maintain

         14   them in accordance with 25.  So you can get through

         15   it through the Code.  Thank you.

         16       MR. MILKE:  You were for the motion?

         17       MR. RAY:  For it.

         18       MR. MILKE:  For it.  Thank you.  Just for the

         19   transcript.  Okay.  Thank you very much.

         20            So we will move on to a vote.  Before you

         21   start pushing buttons, let me restate the motion.

         22   Motion on the floor is to accept Comment 25-34.

         23   Please record your vote, 1, for; 2, oppose.

         24   5 seconds.
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          1            Balloting is closed.  Motion passes.

          2            With that, we proceed directly to 25-9.

          3   Microphone 3, please.

          4       MS. VALENTINE:  Victoria Valentine, National

          5   Fir Sprinkler Association.  I move to accept

          6   Comment 25-44.

          7       A VOICE:  Second.

          8       MR. MILKE:  There's a motion on the floor to

          9   accept Comment 25-44, and I heard a second.  So

         10   please proceed with the discussion.

         11       MS. VALENTINE:  This comment adds language to

         12   identify that additive injection systems are the

         13   responsibility of the building owner for their

         14   inspection and maintenance.  Additive injection

         15   systems could include anti-microbial fluids or

         16   corrosion inhibitors.  Often these systems are

         17   added after the system has been installed for some

         18   time.  The details are typically not conveyed, and

         19   the inspection, testing, and maintenance standard

         20   does not provide guidance to the inspector on what

         21   needs to be done.

         22            Through the life of the building, the

         23   inspector will change the details, will need to be

         24   known and passed from one to the next.  The
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          1   complexity and variations of these systems require

          2   attention.  Special treatment may be needed based

          3   on the chemicals in the fluid to make sure that
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          4   it's handled appropriately.

          5            Also, inspectors and building owners need

          6   to be on the same page; and, without standardized

          7   guidance, it should be clearly stated that an

          8   injection system is the responsibility of the

          9   building owner.

         10            Leaving this as an inferred item or a gray

         11   area will not lead to the best maintenance over the

         12   life of the system in the building.  So I encourage

         13   your support for this motion.

         14       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mr. Koffel, would you

         15   like to offer the Committee's position?

         16       MR. KOFFEL:  Yes.  Thank you.  The owner is

         17   responsible overall for the inspection, testing,

         18   and maintenance of the system; therefore, the

         19   Committee did not feel the need to call out any

         20   particular responsibility for any particular

         21   component or portion of the system.

         22            Secondly, during the ROP, the Committee

         23   indicated that if this were to be added to the

         24   standard, that specific requirements for keeping
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          1   equipment functional should be provided, and during

          2   the comment period, those specific requirements

          3   were not provided.

          4       MR. MILKE:  Thank you, Mr. Koffel.  With that,

          5   we will open debate on the motion.  Please provide

          6   your name and affiliation and whether you are

          7   speaking for or against.  Mic 6.
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          8       MR. STANLEY:  George Stanley, Wiginton Fire

          9   Protection Engineering, speaking in favor of the

         10   motion.

         11            As mentioned, there are many of these

         12   injection systems in service and more being

         13   installed each day.  Owners are paying tens of

         14   thousands of dollars on these system to help

         15   prevent corrosion.  They're not always getting the

         16   proper training and education on how to maintain

         17   these systems.  The specific maintenance

         18   requirements vary by type of equipment and

         19   manufacturer.  The owner needs to understand that

         20   this added equipment should be routinely inspected

         21   and maintained for proper working order or they

         22   have wasted their investment.

         23            Comment 25-44 only points out that the

         24   owner is responsible for maintaining these systems,
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          1   and this is not part of a routine NFPA 25

          2   inspection.  Please keep in mind, again, the

          3   average owner might assume it is part of a routine

          4   NFPA 25 inspection.  Thank you.

          5       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Further discussion?

          6   Mic 6.

          7       MR. RAY:  Rich Ray, Cybor Fire Prevention,

          8   representing Illinois Fire Prevention Association,

          9   speaking in favor of the motion.

         10            Owners need to be responsible for these.

         11   They're typically after-market.  In other words,

         12   it's typically after the building has been built
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         13   and all the contractors' bills have gone away, and

         14   some guy with shiny shoes and a nice car shows up

         15   and sells the owner something.

         16            And consider just a couple of examples.  A

         17   corrosion inhibitor on the market today that's

         18   intended to keep corrosion from occurring in steel

         19   piping systems now has been found to attack

         20   nonmetallic pipe.  That's one.

         21            Number two, an incident that occurred at

         22   the West Metro Fire Rescue Division out in Colorado

         23   two years ago where firefighters responded to a

         24   fire with discharging sprinklers in an apartment
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          1   building.  They went in.  The sprinkler system had

          2   pretty much knocked down the fire.  It was a

          3   cooking fire.  And, lo' and behold, the firemen run

          4   in, it had been discharged and they thought they

          5   had it under control.  They go back to the fire

          6   station and they start itching, and their skin is

          7   turning red and blotchy.  It was because there was

          8   a corrosion inhibitor in the fire protection system

          9   and that discharged onto them.

         10            Third one I'll tell you, maybe I can do it

         11   quick.  A contractor out in California, who I love

         12   near and dear, went into a system to relocate some

         13   sprinkler heads in a big warehouse.  He walks in

         14   and the sprinkler head fitter sees a big tub of

         15   something sitting in the room.  He's not sure if he

         16   should just open up the main drain and dump it into
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         17   the parking lot.

         18            So he does the right thing.  He calls the

         19   city, and the city says, well, what is it?  And he

         20   say, well, I don't know.  And they say, well,

         21   here's what we're going to do.  We're going to take

         22   some of it and we're going to put it into a barrel.

         23   And then you're going to go into the bay and we're

         24   going to get a fish.  This is a true story.  You're
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          1   going to get a fish out of the bay.  We're going to

          2   put that fish into that barrel.  And my friend

          3   always says, how do I know if that fish didn't have

          4   pre-existing conditions?  But they said, we're

          5   going to give you ten days.  If the fish lives, you

          6   can put it in a sewer.  If the fish dies, you're on

          7   your own.  The fish lived after ten days.

          8            He was told -- I'll be done -- he was told

          9   he could put it in the sewer, but he could only put

         10   it in the sewer at the rate of 2 gallons per hour.

         11   If you do the math on this building, it would have

         12   taken him almost 58 days to drain that system.

         13            What did they wind up doing?  The owner

         14   wound up paying someone who showed up in HazMat

         15   suits.  They removed the water from the fire

         16   protection sprinkler system from the site at the

         17   cost of $22,000.

         18            You got to support this motion.

         19       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Number 5.

         20       MR. SHEPPARD:  Bill Sheppard, Sheppard &

         21   Associates, Franklin, Michigan.
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         22            I guess we're not listening to certain

         23   comments that even the Chairman is making that says

         24   we don't have anything to back this single
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          1   paragraph up.  There's nothing to help the owner

          2   out.  No training in there.  We're not giving him

          3   any additional guidance on what to do to maintain

          4   these systems.  You just throw them out there and

          5   hope they know what they're doing or they can tell

          6   somebody and you guys can sell it for them.

          7            So I'm speaking in opposition of the

          8   motion.

          9       MR. MILKE:  Any further discussion on this

         10   motion?  Mr. Koffel?

         11       MR. KOFFEL:  Nothing further.

         12       MR. MILKE:  Okay.  So we're ready to vote.  Let

         13   me restate the motion again.  The motion on the

         14   floor is to accept Comment 25-44.  Please record

         15   your vote, 1, for; 2, opposed.  5 seconds.

         16            Balloting is closed.  Motion passes.

         17            I have been asked to call a ten-minute

         18   break at this point.  I know we're late in the day.

         19   I want to make sure this is a true ten minutes so

         20   that we can wrap this up.  We've got about ten left

         21   to go.

         22                        (Off the record at 4:15 p.m.)

         23                        (On the record at 4:25 p.m.)

         24       MR. MILKE:  Let us bring this back to order,
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          1   please.  Waiting for the Chair of the Council to

          2   make it -- he's encouraging me to move on.  So let

          3   us proceed with the discussion on the Certified

          4   Amending Motion 25-10.  Microphone 3.

          5       MR. VICTOR:  Terry Victor with

          6   Tyco/Simplex/Grinnell, and I move to accept

          7   Comment 25-47.

          8       MR. MILKE:  There is a motion on the floor to

          9   accept Comment 25-47.  Is there a second?

         10       A VOICE:  Second.

         11       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  We have a second.

         12   Let's proceed with discussion.

         13       MR. VICTOR:  This is an interesting comment

         14   that I'm trying to get the membership to accept.

         15   The Committee has kind of struggled with this issue

         16   of corroded sprinklers and loaded sprinklers.  And

         17   when an inspection is performed in a facility and

         18   the inspector goes around and he sees some

         19   corrosion on a sprinkler, what to do with that

         20   sprinkler?  How corroded is it?  How much corrosion

         21   is required before that sprinkler needs to be

         22   replaced?

         23            There was a couple different proposals on

         24   this, a couple different comments.  And what the

�
                                                                      329

          1   Committee settled on was some language that's going

          2   to be in the annex.  And what that language says is
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          3   part of that annex material says, "The degree of

          4   judgment should be exercised in the determination

          5   of the extent, location, and character of corrosion

          6   that would necessitate replacement."  And this is

          7   in Chapter 5.

          8            So this is the responsibility of the

          9   inspector to try to determine and use judgment on

         10   whether there's too much corrosion on a sprinkler

         11   or too much loading on a sprinkler.

         12            What my comment would do, my comment would

         13   take out that subjectivity and would put some real

         14   requirements around whether that corroded

         15   sprinkler -- let's just use corroded sprinkler in

         16   this discussion -- needs to be replaced or not.  My

         17   comment would state that if there's corrosion on

         18   certain parts of the sprinkler and the

         19   manufacturers agree with this, if there's corrosion

         20   on the seat, if there's corrosion on the operating

         21   element, if there's corrosion on the deflector,

         22   then that sprinkler needs to be replaced.  Clear

         23   and simple.

         24            However, if there's just a little bit of
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          1   corrosion on the frame arm, a little corrosion on

          2   the boss, so forth, what do you do with that?

          3            Well, what you can do with that is you can

          4   take that sprinkler, you can send it to UL, and you

          5   can have UL test it.  And if UL tests it and it

          6   passes the UL test, that's an acceptable -- that's

          7   an acceptable amount of corrosion on that
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          8   sprinkler.  And then the rest of the sprinklers

          9   that are representative of the one that was tested

         10   or the series were tested, then they can stay in

         11   service for an additional year.

         12            However, if UL comes back and says it's an

         13   unacceptable level of corrosion, then that

         14   sprinkler and all the sprinklers that are

         15   associated with that group, they need to be

         16   replaced.

         17            So use of the terms "acceptable" and

         18   "unacceptable" in this case are defined by the

         19   annex note, and it's very easy to apply, you know,

         20   whether a corroded sprinkler needs to be replaced

         21   or not.  It's not subjective.  There's clear-cut

         22   guidelines on whether they can be left in service

         23   or whether they need to be replaced.  Thank you.

         24       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mr. Koffel, would you
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          1   like to offer the Committee's position?

          2       MR. KOFFEL:  Yes.  Thank you.  As noted in the

          3   Committee comment, we had concerns with the phrase

          4   "acceptable corrosion" and "unacceptable corrosion"

          5   as being rather subjective.  As you just heard, the

          6   submitter did, in fact, offer an alternative which

          7   says if I believe that is acceptable, then I can

          8   send the sprinkler out for testing to confirm that

          9   the sprinkler will work.

         10            However, the Committee chose to take a

         11   different action.  If you look at Comment 25-48, we
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         12   added an annex note, and it's noted in the prior

         13   statement.  It does indicate that a degree of

         14   judgment should be exercised in the determination

         15   as to the extent, location, and character of the

         16   corrosion that occurs.

         17            If this motion passes, there will need to

         18   be some coordination between the action on

         19   Comment 25-47 and 25-48 because we would have two

         20   annex notes on the same paragraph that would read

         21   differently.

         22       MR. MILKE:  Thank you, Mr. Koffel.  With that,

         23   we can open up debate on the motion.  Please

         24   provide your name and affiliation and whether
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          1   you're speaking for or against.  Number 1.

          2       MR. HOPPER:  Howard Hopper, UL, speaking in

          3   opposition to the motion on the floor.

          4            Now besides the issues that were just

          5   discussed, this motion seeks to require annual

          6   sprinkler sample testing of sprinklers and systems

          7   that show signs -- that show any signs of corrosion

          8   or loading.

          9            Now when reviewing the substantiation for

         10   this change in testing, we could not find any

         11   compelling technical substantiation that would

         12   justify the increased testing sample.

         13            On the contrary, UL has tested thousands

         14   of sprinkler samples from field installations that

         15   are between 50 and 90 years old, and our testing

         16   indicates that 98 percent of the samples tested
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         17   have operated as it intended.  You can imagine that

         18   when you're testing sprinklers this old that a

         19   number of them are going to be showing some signs

         20   of corrosion or build-up of loading, but they still

         21   perform primarily in an acceptable manner.

         22            Another thing, the proposed requirements

         23   for annual testing would probably actually increase

         24   the need for UL testing services.  However, we
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          1   believe that operational testing on this increased

          2   frequency is not really justified and would

          3   introduce an unnecessary cost burden to the

          4   property owner.

          5            One other problem we saw with the motion

          6   as referenced by Mr. Koffel was when you add a

          7   reference to annual testing in this section, it

          8   appears to create a conflict with other sections

          9   within NFPA 25, namely, 5.3.1.1.3 through 5.1.1.1.6

         10   which reference representative sprinkler sample

         11   testing in five- or ten-year intervals.

         12            When it comes to the proposed requirements

         13   describing unacceptable corrosion or loading, also

         14   as Mr. Koffel pointed out, we feel that the

         15   Technical Committee addressed this through their

         16   action on Comment 25-48.

         17            I urge you to vote against the motion on

         18   the floor, Button Number 2.  Thank you.

         19       MR. MILKE:  Mic 5.

         20       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,
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         21   GBH International, for NAFRA and in opposition to

         22   the motion.

         23            The gentleman who made the motion said

         24   that this will avoid confusion and create criteria,
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          1   but he puts the criteria for unacceptable and

          2   acceptable in the annex.  So they are automatically

          3   not enforceable because they are in the annex.  He

          4   quotes a definition of acceptable that's in the

          5   NFPA Glossary of Terms, I love that, but it's not

          6   in 25.  So someone has to go somewhere else to look

          7   for acceptable, and there's no definition of

          8   unacceptable.

          9            This is equally subjective just like the

         10   other one.  It conflicts with what the Committee

         11   did in 25-48.  Please disapprove.

         12       MR. MILKE:  Mic 4.

         13       MR. FRABLE:  Dave Frable, U.S. General Services

         14   Administration, speaking in opposition of the

         15   motion on the floor.

         16            I cannot add anything else other than --

         17   anything else other than concur with all the

         18   opponents of this motion.  I urge you to support

         19   not -- I urge you to oppose this motion.  Thank

         20   you.

         21       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Any further discussion

         22   on the motion?  Mic 6.

         23       MR. RAY:  Briefly.  Rich Ray, Cybor Fire

         24   Protection Company on behalf of the Illinois Fire
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          1   Prevention Association.

          2            I think this is one that we need to fix

          3   here.  The Committee -- you know, if we're stuck,

          4   if we're left with the language that we accepted at

          5   the ROC, it puts -- in my opinion, it puts way too

          6   much of a judgment call to be made by an inspector.

          7            I don't know what it means when it says --

          8   because this is what we accepted at the ROC

          9   level -- corrosion that could affect the spray

         10   pattern.  Now I'm a fire protection engineer.  I

         11   may be able to make that determination.  I would

         12   think that a manufacturer of a sprinkler would be

         13   able to make that determination.  But a typical

         14   NICET trained inspector, I don't know if they can

         15   make that determination.

         16            And so I think we need to try to fix it.

         17   Terry Victor is trying to fix it by helping to

         18   define where is the corrosion.  Is the corrosion on

         19   the frame arms and on the wrench boss?  It's got

         20   nothing to do with the operation of the sprinkler

         21   head.  Is it on the pip cap?  Is it on the

         22   deflector?

         23            Now he's trying to do, if it is on the pip

         24   cap or on the deflector, hand to somebody who knows
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          1   what to do with these sprinklers, someone like UL,

          2   and let UL determine if that sprinkler is still
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          3   acceptable.  Thank you.  You need to vote for this

          4   motion.

          5       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mic 3.

          6       MR. VICTOR:  Terry Victor, Simplex/Grinnell,

          7   speaking in favor of the motion.

          8            I probably wouldn't have brought this

          9   comment as a motion at this meeting if we had not

         10   inserted this language in the annex.  And as

         11   Chairman Bill Koffel said, we're going to have work

         12   on what to do with this if it passes.  But to leave

         13   an annex in there that say a degree of judgment

         14   should be exercised in the determination of the

         15   extent, location, and character of corrosion that

         16   would necessitate replacement -- so from inspector

         17   to inspector, we're going to get a difference of

         18   opinion on whether the sprinkler is too corroded or

         19   not corroded enough.  If the owner doesn't like the

         20   answer that one inspector is going to give them on

         21   whether it's too corroded, then he might hire

         22   someone else to come in and give him a different

         23   opinion.

         24            We're trying to take the subjectivity out
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          1   of it.

          2            The one-year annual test, if the

          3   sprinklers pass the UL test, that comes from the

          4   fact that sprinklers are going to continue to

          5   corrode.  Now, typically, what we're talking about

          6   are sprinklers in corrosive atmospheres whether
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          7   they're on loading docks, whether they're in

          8   parking garages, and so forth.  So the corrosive

          9   process that necessitates a test in the first place

         10   is going to continue.  Should we wait five years to

         11   test them again?  It might be too late by then.

         12            So I think that the one-year annual test

         13   of a sampling of those sprinklers -- I'm told at

         14   some point in time they will fail because it will

         15   be too corroded.  I think that's reasonable, and I

         16   speak in favor of the motion.

         17       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mic 1.

         18       MR. HOPPER:  Howard Hopper, UL speaking in

         19   opposition to the motion.

         20            In listening to some of the testimony,

         21   indeed, if we could fix the difficulties we have

         22   with determining the degree of corrosion and

         23   loading, that would be something that might be good

         24   to do here.
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          1            But there's a number of issues that were

          2   brought up in testimony.  Why are we going to

          3   annual testing?  That's a significant issue that I

          4   think Mr. Frable touched on.  What are we going to

          5   do with the conflict with the one year versus the

          6   five years and the ten years?  That's another thing

          7   we have to fix.  No technical substantiation for

          8   going to one year.  I mean, one-year testing will

          9   actually generate a lot of business for UL, but is

         10   it really worthwhile with the owners of the system?

         11   Is there a benefit to doing that?
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         12            I don't think this one is ready.  I urge

         13   your disapproval -- voting against the motion.

         14       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  And Number 5.

         15       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         16   GBH International, for NAFRA and in opposition.

         17            What I heard both Mr. Victor and Mr. Ray

         18   say, that they don't like the language that was

         19   approved in 25 -- Comment 25-48, and they want the

         20   new language.  That won't eliminate the language

         21   approved in 25-48.  So they still would have to

         22   live with that language.

         23            So what we're doing, if we were to approve

         24   this comment, we would add additional language,
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          1   additional confusion beyond the confusion that they

          2   see from the language in 25-48, plus the problem of

          3   the one-year inspection.  Please disapprove.

          4       MR. MILKE:  Number 4.

          5       MR. FRABLE:  Dave Frable, U.S. General Services

          6   Administration.  Just to reiterate -- oppose the

          7   motion.

          8            Just to reiterate, this is a major change

          9   regarding the inspection and testing -- I mean, the

         10   testing and protocol for these heads to go to an

         11   annual basis which is a significant cost impact

         12   with no technical justification.

         13            In addition, the terms "acceptable" and

         14   "unacceptable" is vague, unenforceable.  And the

         15   annex material that Mr. Victor wants to add to the
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         16   annex is unenforceable because the annex is totally

         17   unenforceable material.  I urge you to oppose this

         18   motion.  Thank you.

         19       MR. MILKE:  Number 1.

         20       MR. BLACK:  Mr. Chair, Art Black, Carmel Fire

         21   Protection.  I call the question.

         22       A VOICE:  Second.

         23       MR. MILKE:  Motion to call the question is

         24   undebatable.  I did hear the second, I should first
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          1   say.  We'll go straight to the vote for call the

          2   question.  1 is for.  2 is opposed.  Let's start

          3   the voting.  5 seconds.

          4            Balloting is closed.  That motion passes.

          5            So we go straight to a vote of

          6   Motion 25-10 to accept Comment 25-47.  Please

          7   record your vote.  1 is, again, for; 2, opposed.

          8   5 seconds.

          9            Balloting is closed.  62 for, 63 against.

         10   The motion fails.

         11            Next motion on NFPA 25-11 appeared on our

         12   agenda; however, the authorized maker of the motion

         13   or their designated representative has notified the

         14   NFPA they no longer wish to pursue this motion.

         15   Therefore, in accordance with NFPA Rules,

         16   Convention Rule 2.6, the motion will not be

         17   considered by the assembly and is removed from the

         18   agenda.

         19            We'll now move on to the next motion.

         20   That is Motion 25-12.  Mic 6.
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         21       MR. FRABLE:  Dave Frable, representing the

         22   U.S. General Services Administration.  I am the

         23   submitter's designated representative for the

         24   Certified Amending Motion.  I would like to move
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          1   Motion Sequence Number 25-12 which seeks to accept

          2   the action taken by the Technical Committee on

          3   ROP 25-104.

          4       MR. MILKE:  Yes.  You are the designated rep

          5   for Mr. Elvove.  There is a motion on the floor to

          6   accept Proposal 25-104 as modified by the Technical

          7   Committee.  Is there a second?

          8       A VOICE:  Second.

          9       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Please proceed with

         10   discussion.

         11       MR. FRABLE:  ROP 25-104 inserted new language

         12   in Section 5.2.1.6 stating, "Any sprinkler or

         13   sprinklers observed to be part of a recall program,

         14   including those in the spare sprinkler cabinet,

         15   shall be recorded."

         16            However, this action was reversed during

         17   the ROP by the Technical Committee by

         18   Comment 25-57.  It is recognized that the ability

         19   to identify recalled sprinklers may not be easy

         20   when the inspections are performed from the floor

         21   level.  However, identifying recalled sprinklers in

         22   their sprinkler cabinet should ease this task

         23   especially with access to the Internet.

         24            This requirement only requires the ITM
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          1   personnel to record the finding when they observe a

          2   recalled sprinkler.  Note the language does not

          3   mandate that the inspector perform a detailed

          4   inspection for recalled sprinklers.

          5            Ironically, Section 5.2.3 requires ITM

          6   personnel to identify damaged hangers and seismic

          7   bracing from the floor level.  However, the

          8   Technical Committee now thinks identifying recalled

          9   sprinklers from the floor or within the spare

         10   sprinkler cabinet is too burdensome for some ITM

         11   personnel.

         12            One would think that identifying a

         13   recalled sprinkler would be of priority and risk to

         14   the performance of the sprinkler system than a

         15   damaged hanger since the presence of a recalled

         16   sprinkler may result in a system that is not

         17   operational and may contribute to a possible injury

         18   or fatality.

         19            Therefore, we urge your support to our

         20   motion to accept ROP 25-104.  Thank you.

         21       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mr. Koffel, would you

         22   like to offer the Committee's position?

         23       MR. KOFFEL:  Thank you.  During the ROP

         24   meeting, we considered the public proposal that
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          1   required confirmation that sprinklers were not part
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          2   of a recall program.  In our Committee action, we

          3   modified that to indicate that if the sprinkler was

          4   observed to be part of a recall program, then that

          5   shall be recorded and the owner can take action

          6   accordingly.

          7            During the comment period in response to

          8   Comment 25-58, the Committee deleted that text.

          9   There were two basic concerns that were raised as I

         10   recall during the comment period.  First, the

         11   concept of "observed".  If per chance it is not

         12   observed that a sprinkler is part of a recall

         13   program, is that a problem?  Would that be

         14   potentially held against the person doing that

         15   inspection activity?

         16            Secondly, during the discussion, it was

         17   noted that it is not always easy to identify those

         18   sprinklers that are part of a recall program, that

         19   there are sprinklers that look like sprinklers that

         20   are part of a recall program that, in fact, have

         21   not been recalled.  And that is the reason the

         22   Committee changed their position between the ROP

         23   and the ROC.

         24       MR. MILKE:  Thank you, Mr. Koffel.  We will now

�
                                                                      344

          1   open up debate on the motion.  Please provide name,

          2   affiliation and for or against.  Mic 4.

          3       MR. STANLEY:  George Stanley, Wiginton Fire

          4   Protection Engineering, speaking against the

          5   motion.

          6            Proposal 25-104 is too general.  It
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          7   doesn't just address the sprinkler cabinet.  It

          8   puts an impractical obligation on the inspector and

          9   increases the cost to the owner.  Visible

         10   inspections will go much slower and lists may have

         11   to be used.  There are Star, Central, and Tyco

         12   recalled sprinklers out there.  It can't be denied.

         13   Many o-ring sprinklers are difficult to identify

         14   unless you are up close and you have an extensive

         15   list of these recalled sprinklers.

         16            This is not practical during a normal

         17   NFPA 25 inspection.  Again, we observe sprinklers

         18   from sometimes a great distance for corrosion,

         19   paint, loading, leaks, and obstructions.  A large

         20   amount of these recalled sprinklers just cannot be

         21   identified from the floor.

         22            I don't know if the owners are aware of

         23   the cost impact for identifying these recalled

         24   sprinklers.  Lifts, ladders need to be used.  Very
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          1   close inspection will need to be done which will be

          2   very time-consuming.

          3            I know it's not the intention of the

          4   submitter of Proposal 25-104 for inspectors to get

          5   up close to the sprinkler, but that is how the

          6   language can be and will be interpreted.

          7            I know this issue needs attention.  Maybe

          8   a special task group or a project needs to be

          9   created.  But accepting Proposal 25-104 is not the

         10   answer.  I urge the membership to vote against this
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         11   motion.  Thank you.

         12       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mic 6.

         13       MR. PETERKIN:  Tim Peterkin, Heery

         14   International, speaking on behalf of myself.

         15            Earlier we heard that --

         16       MR. MILKE:  For or against, sir?

         17       MR. PETERKIN:  For the motion.

         18       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.

         19       MR. PETERKIN:  We heard all the trade-offs for

         20   sprinklers.  We got to make sure the sprinklers are

         21   working.  I agree.

         22            Recalled sprinklers, sprinkler systems

         23   aren't going to work.  Is it not the scope of this

         24   document to make sure that the system is
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          1   operational?  If we don't have operational

          2   sprinklers, we need to identify that.

          3            I would urge you to support the motion.

          4       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mic 4.

          5       MR. RAY:  Rich Ray, Cybor Fire Protection

          6   Company, representing Illinois Fire Prevention

          7   Association.  I'm speaking against this motion.

          8            Anybody who's going to rely on the

          9   sprinkler head that's in the spare head cabinet

         10   matching the heads in their building is crazy.  The

         11   heads in the spare head cabinet aren't going to

         12   have the same orientation, same orifice size, the

         13   same thread size, and same sensitivity.  There's

         14   heads in some of the buildings we can't even get

         15   anymore.
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         16            So just because the head in the head box

         17   is brand X doesn't mean the head in the ceiling is

         18   brand X.  Keep that in mind when you vote against

         19   this.

         20            Number two, someone said we inspect from

         21   the floor.  That's not even a very high ceiling

         22   today.  They're building warehouses in the Chicago

         23   area with 46, 47 foot top steel.  What if it's a

         24   concealed sprinkler?  What do we do?
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          1            George mentioned it.  I got to get a lift

          2   in here now?  I got to get a lift in here to pull

          3   this plate if it's a concealer.

          4            And keep in mind, probably the most

          5   important issue.  There is no exhaustive list of

          6   recalled sprinklers.  There was the Omega heads.

          7   They did a good job dealing with the Omega heads,

          8   9 million sprinklers.

          9            Remember, what this is about is recall.

         10   That's the word, recall.  Well, with 35 million,

         11   plus or minus, 35 million GB heads were not

         12   recalled.  They were part of a voluntary

         13   replacement program.  Like I said, it wouldn't be

         14   affected by this.

         15            And also please understand that UL has a

         16   list of heads that I got because I asked well for

         17   it on sprinkler heads that were made with O-rings

         18   but were not part of a recall nor ever part of any

         19   type of voluntary replacement program.  But you
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         20   know what UL says you do to those heads?  You need

         21   to do something about it right away.  And there's a

         22   list of sprinklers here I never even knew of, and

         23   I've been in the industry for 30 years and I'm a

         24   fire protection engineer.
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          1            So there's no exhaustive list.  We inspect

          2   from the floor.  Don't bank on what's in your head

          3   box, please.  And what do you do if it's concealed?

          4   We need to beat this motion.  Thank you.

          5       MR. MILKE:  Mic 5.

          6       MR. VICTOR:  Terry Victor,

          7   Tyco/Simplex/Grinnell, speaking against the motion.

          8            Back when the VRP program was going hot

          9   and heavy and trying to identify the sprinklers

         10   that were part of that voluntary recall, I had to

         11   hire specific personnel to go out in the facilities

         12   that we had the request to come out and do this

         13   special inspection and train them for about two or

         14   three days to look for these specific sprinklers.

         15            I had a vice president come to me and say,

         16   well, Terry, what's the big deal?  So I brought

         17   into the room about a dozen of the voluntary

         18   recalled sprinklers and a dozen of sprinklers that

         19   look very similar to them.  And I laid them on the

         20   desk in front of the vice president, and I said,

         21   you figure it out.  Here's the sketches.  Here's

         22   the pictures.  You figure out which or which.

         23            It takes a high degree of training to do

         24   this.  And we didn't do it with our standard
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          1   inspectors that were inspecting in accordance with

          2   NFPA 25.

          3            Mr. Frable brought this motion.  He

          4   contacted me a while back about a facility where he

          5   had some of these VRP sprinklers, and he had to

          6   have someone come out and perform a specific

          7   inspection to identify those sprinklers, and then

          8   for them to become a part of the program, pictures

          9   had to be taken and sent back to the manufacturer.

         10            So that's not something that can be

         11   accomplished in normal ITM activities and NFPA 25.

         12   It's just unreasonable.

         13            And, finally, there's no one place that

         14   you can go to on the Internet or otherwise and find

         15   where all these recalled sprinklers are and find

         16   pictures of them.  You have to go to multiple

         17   places.  And first you have to know that it was

         18   recalled, who the manufacturer was, and what part

         19   of the Internet that you need to go to to find

         20   those things.

         21            So -- and then finally, the term

         22   "observed".  So, unfortunately, you know we all end

         23   up in court over these kind of things, and the

         24   lawyer is going to say, well, Mr. Inspector, did
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          1   you observe that sprinkler right there?  Yes, I
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          2   did.  Well, Mr. Inspector, you didn't say that that

          3   sprinkler was a recalled sprinkler.  You observed

          4   it, but you didn't record it.  I couldn't tell, the

          5   inspector would have to say.  I couldn't tell from

          6   the floor whether it was a recalled sprinkler or

          7   not; but, yet, he did observe it, but he didn't

          8   record it.  So now who's on the hook?

          9            So I speak in opposition to this motion.

         10       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mic 3.

         11       MR. HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler,

         12   GBH International for NAFRA and in support of the

         13   motion.

         14            People are trying to read things into this

         15   language that are not in there.  If you see a

         16   sprinkler that is part of a recall program and you

         17   know that that is part of the recall program,

         18   record that.  That's what it says.  If you see a

         19   sprinkler that's 200 feet away and you can't see

         20   whether it's part of a recall program, you can't

         21   record it because you haven't seen it.  It doesn't

         22   say that you have to go and put your nose against

         23   every single sprinkler concealed or exposed and

         24   determine if it's a part.  It does not say that you
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          1   have to determine if the sprinkler is part of a

          2   recall program.  It has to say if you observe a

          3   sprinkler that is part of the recall program,

          4   record that.  That's all it says, and that's

          5   important that we do that.  Please support.
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          6       MR. MILKE:  Number 5.

          7       MR. NASBY:  Jim Nasby, speaking in opposition

          8   to this motion.

          9            I want to further emphasize the product

         10   liability aspects of this.  This is what people

         11   involved with fire liability defense call a trial

         12   lawyer's delight or make a full work program.  If

         13   you try to use normal logic or engineering logic in

         14   these kind of discussions, you will hurt your brain

         15   because it doesn't apply when you're in a court of

         16   law and they're looking for somebody to sue because

         17   you're the last guy on the job site that did the

         18   inspection.  It didn't matter if that sprinkler

         19   head is in a closet that is locked.

         20            And the other aspect is I agree with what

         21   was said about concealed heads.  Heaven help you if

         22   you messed up that sculptured ceiling when you're

         23   pulling that plate down to look at that head.

         24   Thank you.
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          1       MR. MILKE:  Mic 6.

          2       MR. FRABLE:  Dave Frable, U.S. General Services

          3   Administration, speaking in support.

          4            Marcelo spoke eloquently regarding what

          5   the statement states.  It's exactly that.  Once you

          6   observe it, you record it.

          7            Regarding Mr. Victor's statement that I

          8   contacted it.  Yes, we identified the heads.  The

          9   reason we had to get a special inspector in there,

         10   we had multiple different heads.  And before Tyco
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         11   would take any action, they wanted specific

         12   numbers.  So we had to get a special person in

         13   there to count the heads, take pictures.  There's a

         14   long list of requirements that Tyco required before

         15   they would voluntarily replace the sprinklers.

         16            NFPA Codes and Standards should not be

         17   written based on fear of liability and being sued.

         18   NFPA 25 is continuing to be written that way, and

         19   it should not.  Recalled sprinklers affect the

         20   performance of the sprinkler system, and ITM

         21   qualified personnel should be able to perform this

         22   task if they observe a sprinkler that's been

         23   recalled.

         24            I urge you to support this motion.  Thank
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          1   you.

          2       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mic 2.

          3       MR. UHEE:  Marty Uhee, FDA Architects

          4   (phonetic).  I support this motion.

          5            I find it amazing that the same persons

          6   that are wanting to improve inspections, improve

          7   the ability to a healthy building, healthy AHJ to

          8   get things, inspect it better are opposing this

          9   now.

         10            It is strictly if you see it, identify it.

         11   This is helping the owner out.  This is helping the

         12   building out.  This is helping the AHJ out.  Please

         13   support this action.

         14       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mic 5.
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         15       MR. SHEPPARD:  Bill Sheppard, Sheppard &

         16   Associates, Franklin, Michigan.  Call the question.

         17       A VOICE:  Second.

         18       MR. MILKE:  Motion to call the question is not

         19   debatable.  Given that it had a second, so we go

         20   straight to voting on calling the question.  1 for,

         21   2 against.  Go ahead and record your votes.  You're

         22   doing that I see.  5 seconds.

         23            Balloting is closed.  108 to 16.  That

         24   motion succeeds.
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          1            So we go straight to Motion 25-12 to

          2   accept Proposal 25-104 as modified by the Technical

          3   Committee.  Please record your vote.  1 is for; 2,

          4   opposed.  5 seconds.

          5            Balloting is closed.  Vote is 28 to 97.

          6   Motion fails.

          7            We move on to discussion on Certified

          8   Amending Motion 25-13.  Microphone 6.

          9       MR. FRABLE:  Dave Frable, representing U.S.

         10   General Services Administration.  I am the

         11   submitter's designated representative for the

         12   Certified Amending Motion.  I would like to move

         13   Motion Sequence Number 25-13 which would reject

         14   Comment 25-63.

         15       A VOICE:  Second.

         16       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  You are the proper

         17   designated representative for Mr. Elvove.  I did

         18   hear a second.  Please proceed with the discussion

         19   on the motion.
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         20       MR. FRABLE:  By rejecting Comment 25-63, this

         21   action would accept the action taken by the

         22   Technical Committee on RFP 25-109 which inserted

         23   new language in Section 5.2.3.1 and 5.2.3.2 to

         24   include additional requirements for hangers and
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          1   seismic bracing to be included in an NFPA 25

          2   inspection.

          3            At that time, broken hangers was already

          4   included in the standard.  Missing hangers or

          5   missing components such as seismic bracing

          6   fasteners can have a serious implication on the

          7   performance of a sprinkler system.  The industry

          8   will tell you, however, that this is a design or

          9   installation issue; but a hanger that falls off

         10   completely is more serious than a broken hanger and

         11   needs to be identified.

         12            The industry will also tell you that their

         13   inspectors aren't trained to know whether a hanger

         14   is required or not.  We believe that the inspector

         15   should get trained.

         16            Building owners need to know this level of

         17   expertise during an inspection and, more

         18   importantly, need to know when hangers or seismic

         19   braces are missing or unattached.  This is, once

         20   again, where the priorities of the industry are not

         21   in step with the intent of the standard.

         22            Therefore, we urge your support to accept

         23   our motion to reject Comment 25-63.  Thank you.
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         24       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mr. Koffel, would you
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          1   like to offer the Committee's position?

          2       MR. KOFFEL:  Yes.  Thank you.  During the

          3   proposal period, the Committee added two additional

          4   criteria to be part of the inspection activity

          5   relative to hangers and seismic braces, and that

          6   was to identify those that are unattached and those

          7   that have missing components.  During the comment

          8   period, they then deleted "or with missing

          9   components".  So if a hanger is unattached, that

         10   language would remain in the standard regardless of

         11   the action on this motion.  This motion really just

         12   addresses "or missing components".

         13            The Committee's concern was that missing

         14   components could be a design issue.  Can I

         15   necessarily determine or do I necessarily know that

         16   that particular hanger is going to require two

         17   screws or bulbs?  That should be confirmed during

         18   initial installation, and we might not -- or the

         19   inspector might not be able to identify that that

         20   is a deficient condition.

         21       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  With that, we can open

         22   up debate on the motion.  Please provide your name

         23   and affiliation and whether you're for or against.

         24   Microphone 5 way in the back.
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          1       MS. VALENTINE:  Victoria Valentine, National

          2   Fire Sprinkler Association, speaking in opposition

          3   of the motion.

          4            I represent the NFSA on the Hanger and

          5   Bracing Committee for Water-Based Fire Protection

          6   Systems, and I think it's important to recognize

          7   that in scenarios where an entire assembly is not

          8   present is the portion that the Committee is very

          9   concerned about someone trying to identify.

         10            There are so many different materials that

         11   are out there as well as different hangers and

         12   listing criteria as to what the spacings and

         13   acceptable spacings are that it's a challenge for

         14   an inspector to walk into a building that has

         15   variations from one building to the next, the year

         16   of the standards, the materials that were

         17   available, and what those spacings actually could

         18   be.

         19            It's a different scenario when you're

         20   talking about the repair or adjustment of something

         21   that does exist.  For example, if a rod isn't

         22   connected or something is detached from the

         23   structure and there's still a hanger present, to

         24   recognize that it needs to be reattached and be
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          1   appropriate for the system as opposed to when

          2   something is completely missing.

          3            This challenge is increased when we even

          4   take it from hanging to bracing.  So when we start

          5   to think about the seismic applications, there's
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          6   even wider variations as to the acceptable spacings

          7   and materials that can be used.

          8            So for the phrase that the Committee

          9   changed between the ROP and the ROC is the piece of

         10   missing components, and I think that's the portion

         11   to recognize, to ask an inspector to be able to

         12   define the design criteria of that specific piece

         13   when we can change it from mains to branch lines.

         14   When we look at what the different loads are and

         15   the different sections, then we're taking it a

         16   little bit beyond where we should.  And the

         17   Committee has left the language that allows for

         18   something is just no longer attached.

         19            I encourage you to oppose the motion.

         20       MR. MILKE:  Mic 5.

         21       MR. BILBO:  Cecil Bilbo, Parkland College and

         22   the Academy of Fire Sprinkler Technology.  I rise

         23   in opposition to the motion.

         24            NFPA 25 was careful to exclude language
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          1   that would require an inspector to make a decision

          2   regarding a design issue.  To identify a missing

          3   piece of hanger or brace is not only a near

          4   impossibility, it requires the knowledge of the

          5   actual design of the item.  This is a long way

          6   outside of the scope and role of an inspector as

          7   defined in NFPA 25.

          8            We agree with the Committee's position

          9   and, in fact, case law indicates that if an
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         10   inspector is to make a design -- or a decision

         11   based on a design issue that they are expected to

         12   complete the evaluation called for in Section

         13   4.1.5, that is the owner's responsibility.

         14            Again, we would like to compliment the

         15   Committee and their position including staff all

         16   the way down to the big hairy guy in the back.

         17   Thank you.

         18       MR. MILKE:  Any further discussion on

         19   Motion 25-13 to reject Comment 25-63?

         20            Mr. Koffel, final comments?

         21       MR. KOFFEL:  No.  Thank you.

         22       MR. MILKE:  With that, we can go ahead to

         23   consider a vote.  Before you start doing that, let

         24   me restate the motion.  The motion on the floor is
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          1   to reject Comment 25-63.  5 seconds.

          2            Balloting is closed.  The vote is 13 for,

          3   108 against.  The motion fails.

          4            Let's see.  Motions on NFPA 25-14 and 15

          5   appeared on our agenda.  However, the authorized

          6   maker of the motion or their designated rep has

          7   notified NFPA they no longer wish to pursue the

          8   motions.  Therefore, in accordance with NFPA Rules,

          9   Convention Rule 2.6, the motions may not be

         10   considered by the assembly and are removed from the

         11   agenda.

         12            We now move on to the next motion which

         13   would be 25-16.  Mic 6.

         14       MR. FRABLE:  Dave Frable, representing
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         15   U.S. General Services Administration.  I am the

         16   submitter's designated representative for the

         17   certified motion.  I would like to move Motion

         18   Sequence Number 25-16 which would accept our

         19   Proposal 25-145 as modified by the Technical

         20   Committee.

         21       MR. MILKE:  I can confirm that you are the

         22   designated representative for the provider of the

         23   motion.  Is there a second?

         24       A VOICE:  Second.
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          1       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  With that, please

          2   proceed with discussion on the motion.

          3       MR. FRABLE:  The full test requirement in the

          4   previous edition and the requirement as it would

          5   read in this motion as accepted would only require

          6   that automatic standpipes be flow tested.

          7   Automatic standpipes are those that have a water

          8   supply that is permanently connected to the

          9   standpipe.  Thus, it is a test of the building's

         10   water supply and pumping system.

         11            The comment that was accepted now requires

         12   manual standpipes to be flow tested.  However, a

         13   manual standpipe has no connected water supply by

         14   definition.  Therefore, the building owner must

         15   bring the fire department to the building or supply

         16   a temporary pumping system in order to perform the

         17   tests.  The end result is the test verifies that

         18   the fire truck pump or the temporary pumping system
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         19   works.

         20            It appears the proponent of this language

         21   wants to test all the standpipes to ensure they are

         22   usable, unobstructed for firefighter use.  However,

         23   the language in the ROC does not do this.

         24   Performing a full water flow test for the system
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          1   demand will only test the most remote standpipe

          2   plus those connections necessary to reach the

          3   design and does not ensure that the rest of the

          4   standpipes in the building are useful and

          5   unobstructed.  Also note that the net test will

          6   only retest the same standpipe.

          7            If the proponent truly wants all

          8   standpipes to be tested, that language needs to be

          9   revised and added to the NFPA 25.  Therefore, we

         10   urge your support to accept our motion to accept

         11   ROP 25-145 as modified by the Technical Committee.

         12   Thank you.

         13       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mr. Koffel, you have

         14   the floor for the Committee's position.

         15       MR. KOFFEL:  Thank you.  Current text does not

         16   require a flow text of a manual standpipe system,

         17   but the original proposal was to require all

         18   standpipe systems to be tested.

         19            The Committee did not -- I'm sorry, the

         20   Committee did not accept that and retained the

         21   concept that only automatic standpipe systems, as

         22   was stated, those were the water supply meeting the

         23   standpipe demand, would need to be subject to this
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         24   flow test every five years.
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          1            As noted during the comment period, the

          2   word "automatic" was deleted.  I should note,

          3   however, as indicated in the Committee statement,

          4   Comment 25-80 also made a subsequent change to

          5   this, and that is that the requirement only applies

          6   to Class 1 and Class 3 systems.  So as it's

          7   reported out from the Committee, all Class 1 and

          8   Class 3 automatic standpipe systems would be

          9   subject to the automatic test.

         10            The Committee felt it was necessary to

         11   verify that even though manual systems, while the

         12   testing may be complicated by needing to provide

         13   pumping apparatus at the fire department

         14   connection, but that manual systems could in fact

         15   be verified, that the system demand could be met.

         16       MR. MILKE:  Thank you, Mr. Koffel.  With that,

         17   we can open up debate on the motion.  Mic 6.

         18       MR. PETERKIN:  Jim Peterkin, Heery

         19   International, representing the Healthcare section.

         20   The Healthcare section membership voted -- speaking

         21   for the motion.

         22            The Healthcare section voted unanimously

         23   to support this motion during their annual business

         24   meeting.  The only additional information I would
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          1   add to this is what's the technical justification

          2   for doing this?  Are we having problems with manual

          3   standpipes out there?  The typical fire department

          4   procedures are to roll in and pump and go.  So, I

          5   mean, are there issues out there that we're not

          6   hearing about?  What's the justification for this?

          7   Because this is not an easy test, having to bring

          8   on site water supply.  If there's a problem, let's

          9   hear about it.  Thank you.

         10       MR. MILKE:  Mic 4, please.

         11       MR. FELD:  Jim Feld, University of California,

         12   speaking against the motion.

         13            For those of you that think that you need

         14   to bring in a pump or a fire truck, you're not

         15   using your brain because there's ways to test it

         16   without having to bring it in.  We do it at least

         17   several times.  We can do it without bringing in a

         18   fire truck and without bringing in any extra pump.

         19   Sometimes we have to.  Sometimes we don't.  But it

         20   can be done.

         21            It's not that difficult even to test it.

         22   We test our standpipes on our campus.  I don't even

         23   know, I lost count at a hundred, but we test them

         24   all.

�
                                                                      365

          1            Currently, in NFPA 25, there are two

          2   requirements that are of equal value.  The 6.3.1.1

          3   says a flow test every five years of automatic

          4   standpipe systems.  Section 6.6.3.1.3 says that all
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          5   standpipes shall be tested.  Okay.  6.3.1.3 is not

          6   a subsection so they are of equal value.  We have a

          7   conflicting or confusing requirement.  So there's

          8   an attempt to try to clarify that.

          9            This issue is clearly a firefighter issue.

         10   Standpipes have to be used by firefighters when the

         11   building is not detected with an automatic

         12   sprinkler system.  They have to be tested if the

         13   automatic sprinkler system is out of service, if

         14   the fire overwhelms the sprinkler system, or if the

         15   system is out of service because of inspection,

         16   testing, and maintenance.  And they also need to

         17   use the standpipe system for complete

         18   extinguishment of a fire.  This is very critical.

         19            To deny the firefighters the opportunity

         20   to have a good, solid standpipe system that they

         21   need is just inconceivable.  If this motion is

         22   accepted, only automatic standpipes will be tested.

         23   Automatic standpipes are only required for

         24   high-rise buildings; therefore, if you have a
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          1   high-rise building, a fire on the third floor, the

          2   firefighter has a greater understanding or a

          3   greater -- there's a greater reliability of that

          4   standpipe system than there is for a firefighter

          5   who has to fight a full fire on the 7th floor of a

          6   nonhigh-rise building.

          7            I still got time.  Good.  Some people --

          8   some of the comments that we had were that a

          9   hydrostatic test should prove that the system is in
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         10   working order.  That is completely, completely

         11   fraudulent because you could have a partially -- or

         12   mostly closed valve and still pass a hydrostatic

         13   test.  It has nothing to do with flow rates or

         14   pressures.  I'll give you 7 seconds, Mike.

         15       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mic 5.

         16       MR. VICTOR:  Terry Victor, Simplex/Grinnell,

         17   speaking against the motion.

         18            I'm not sure if the motion is going to

         19   accomplish what the motion maker wants to do.  And

         20   if this motion is accepted, there's a lot of good

         21   material that was brought forth in the comment

         22   phase of the document that is going to be lost.

         23            I think if the submitter just wanted to

         24   take the testing of the manual standpipes out of
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          1   this as a requirement, what it should have moved

          2   was to reject Comment 25-81, because 25-81 is the

          3   one that actually took the requirement for doing

          4   the manual standpipes and put it back in.  That's

          5   not the comment that we had.  That's not the motion

          6   that we had.

          7            You know what will happen if this motion

          8   passes?  We're going to lose a lot of valuable

          9   language.  What was added in the comment phase was

         10   the procedure that models what's in NFPA 14 for

         11   testing standpipes.  You go to the most remote

         12   standpipe, you put 500 gallons.  You go to the next

         13   standpipe, you pick up an extra 250.  You go to the
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         14   next pipe, you pick up another 250 and so forth

         15   until you have system demand.

         16            If we don't have that language in there,

         17   there's been some confusion about how to conduct

         18   the proper standpipe test.  All we're trying to do

         19   is put the language in that models what's in

         20   NFPA 14 and do the same exact test.

         21            What also will be lost, as the Chairman

         22   has indicated, is the change by the Committee that

         23   only Class 1 and 3 standpipes need to be flow

         24   tested.  If the motion is successful, then we're
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          1   going to go back and flow test possibly Class 2

          2   standpipes as well.

          3            So I think the motion -- while I

          4   understand what the motion maker is trying to do,

          5   this motion isn't going to accomplish it, and it's

          6   going to get rid of a lot of good language that

          7   came in during the ROC.  Thank you.

          8       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  To Mic 6.

          9       MR. FRABLE:  Dave Frable, U.S. General Services

         10   Administration, speaking in support of the motion.

         11            I concur somewhat with what Mr. Victor

         12   stated.  I also informed him he's part of

         13   collateral damage by choosing this proposal.

         14            He also stated in his substantiation for

         15   that, his proposal, that he did not believe that

         16   the manual standpipes need to be tested every five

         17   years.  This proposal -- and that's why we're

         18   basically opposed and promoting -- I mean, and
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         19   proposing our motion.

         20            No technical justification has been

         21   provided by the proponent for manual standpipe

         22   testing.  And there's cost associated with that

         23   testing.  There is a cost.  No problem has been

         24   provided to the Committee or to the public as to
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          1   why the testing needs to be done on a five-year

          2   basis for manual standpipes.

          3            I urge you to support our motion.  Thank

          4   you.

          5       MR. MILKE:  Mic 4.

          6       MR. FELD:  Jim Feld, University of California,

          7   speaking against the motion.

          8            NFPA 25 has other requirements where we

          9   test the adequacy of the system.  We flow test

         10   hydrants, water spray systems, foam water systems.

         11   We flow test back flow preventers to make sure --

         12   at the system demand.  We flow test pressure

         13   reducing valves at the system demand.  We flow test

         14   fire pumps to make sure they're adequate to supply

         15   the system demand.  Why not standpipes?  Okay.

         16            What we're saying then, if we don't test

         17   these standpipes is that we're going to say that a

         18   water spray system that protects a transformer is

         19   more important than the firefighter that has to

         20   fight a fire up on the 7th floor of a building.

         21            Fire departments have such little respect

         22   for standpipes, they train that they're not going
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         23   to work.  Some firefighters will ignore -- the fire

         24   departments will ignore that the standpipe is even
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          1   there and they will carry hose up the stairs.  Some

          2   fire departments train so that they can pump into

          3   the hose valve on the first floor because it's

          4   automatic.  They don't even want to trust it.

          5            So you have to -- we have to do something

          6   to increase this reliability.

          7            As far as justification for it, what

          8   justification do we need to provide safety for the

          9   firefighters that have to fight these fires?  You

         10   have to wait for some of them to die first?

         11            One Meridian Plaza taught this Committee

         12   that we need to look at pressure reducing valves,

         13   hose valves.  Because prior to One Meridian Plaza,

         14   25 was not considering the testing of pressure

         15   reducing hose valves.  But after One Meridian

         16   Plaza, in the Charleston meeting back in 1991, we

         17   discussed at great length the testing of pressure

         18   reducing hose valves.  Thank you.

         19       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Any further discussion?

         20   Mr. Koffel?

         21       MR. KOFFEL:  Just two points.  I just want to

         22   make sure from the last presentation that the

         23   voting membership understands that this does not

         24   affect all standpipe systems.  The issue is really
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          1   one has to test a manual standpipe system.

          2            The standpipe system at One Meridian Plaza

          3   at the time of the incident was an automatic

          4   standpipe system.

          5       MR. MILKE:  We're about ready to go for a vote.

          6   Before we do that, the motion on the floor is to

          7   accept Proposal 25-145 as modified by the Technical

          8   Committee.  Please record your vote.  1 for, 2

          9   against.  5 seconds.

         10            Balloting closed.  Motion fails.  15 to

         11   107.

         12            We continue on with discussion on

         13   Certified Amending Motion 25-17.  Microphone 6.

         14   Sorry, Microphone 3.

         15       MR. ISMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  My name is

         16   Ken Isman with the National Fire Sprinkler

         17   Association, and I'm the duly authorized

         18   representative of Karl Wiegand, and I move his

         19   Comment 25-99.

         20       MR. MILKE:  There's a motion on the floor to

         21   accept Comment 25-99.  Is there a second?

         22       A VOICE:  Second.

         23       MR. MILKE:  Hearing a second, please proceed

         24   with the discussion on the motion.
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          1       MR. ISMAN:  Thank you.  The way that the

          2   Committee wrote this section, Section 8.3.2.1, it

          3   will be impossible to safely test and maintain huge

          4   numbers of fire pumps designed and installed in
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          5   accordance with all of the editions of NFPA 20

          6   prior to the 1996 edition that have the pressure

          7   relief valve discharge piped back to the suction

          8   side of the pump.

          9            Now since the 1996 edition, changes to the

         10   rules in NFPA 20 mean that the circulation of water

         11   through the relief valve back to the suction side

         12   of the pump should not be occurring; but with many

         13   older pumps that are in complete compliance with

         14   the installation standard when they were installed

         15   do recirculate the water to the suction side of the

         16   pump in the churn condition, and you cannot just

         17   shut down that recirculating water safely and still

         18   run that churn test without over pressurizing the

         19   fire protection system.

         20            We realize that this is not an ideal

         21   design for a fire pump, but it was allowed by

         22   NFPA 20.  There's a bunch of pumps out there that

         23   were installed that way, and the NFPA 25 Committee

         24   can't just declare suddenly that the circulation of
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          1   this water back to the suction side is no longer

          2   allowed while we're doing a suction -- while we're

          3   doing a churn test.  It will make it impossible for

          4   us to safely test these older pumps.

          5            The Committee is going to express a

          6   concern about overheating the pump when water

          7   recirculates through this loop.  And that is a very

          8   real problem for a small number of pumps.  But
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          9   we've been able to deal with that problem ever

         10   since the first edition of NFPA 25 in 1992.

         11            We recognize that this small problem

         12   exists, but we can find better solutions for it

         13   than cutting off the recirculation of the water to

         14   the suction side.  We can create flow from an

         15   outlet during the test that will allow cooling

         16   water to come in from the water supply or we can

         17   run the pump test for a shorter duration so the

         18   pump doesn't overheat.  But outlawing the

         19   recirculation is not the right decision.

         20            Since the first edition of NFPA 25, we've

         21   been running these churn tests on these pumps, and

         22   we urge you to vote in favor of this motion so that

         23   we can continue to do that.

         24            I also need to point out that this
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          1   sentence that we're trying to clear up also appears

          2   in two other places in the standard, but they are

          3   places that we cannot address with a legitimate

          4   motion that we can make on the floor today.

          5            So if you're in favor of this motion,

          6   please vote in favor of this motion, and what we'll

          7   do is file an appeal with the Standards Council to

          8   get those other two identical sections to match

          9   this one.  So please vote in favor of this motion.

         10       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mr. Koffel, would you

         11   like to offer the Committee's position?

         12       MR. KOFFEL:  Yes.  The Committee heard the

         13   discussion about the existing pumps.  The Committee
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         14   felt that their action in Comment 25-92 provided

         15   guidance through an annex note on how to deal with

         16   that situation.

         17            In addition to the fact that there will

         18   need to be an appeal to address the language

         19   changes in 25-92, I would also note that the annex

         20   note on this section as well as those other two

         21   sections would also need to be addressed by an

         22   appeal if this motion is successful in that the

         23   annex note will not match the language in the

         24   standard.

�
                                                                      375

          1       MR. MILKE:  Thank you, Mr. Koffel.  Any further

          2   discussion on this motion?  Microphone 5.

          3       MR. UNDERWOOD:  Yeah, I'm assuming that the

          4   people that are doing this test have broken arms or

          5   something --

          6       MR. MILKE:  Name, affiliation, for or against.

          7       MR. UNDERWOOD:  Darryl Underwood with KGY,

          8   against.

          9            I understand that the person doing this

         10   test must have broken arms because he cannot close

         11   the valve to the system to stop the pressure from

         12   over pressurizing the system which would not hurt

         13   the equipment.  The test on the fire protection

         14   system, according to the Code, says it has to be

         15   tested at 250 pounds.  Thank you.

         16       MR. MILKE:  Further discussion.  Mic 3.

         17       MR. ISMAN:  Ken Isman with the National Fire
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         18   Sprinkler Association, speaking for the motion.

         19            I just want to address that last question.

         20   NFPA 25 says we're not allowed to close the control

         21   valves to fire pumps and other water supplies while

         22   we're running the test unless we go through the

         23   entire impairment procedure for the entire

         24   facility.  And so, no, we're not supposed to close
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          1   that valve while we're running the churn test.  And

          2   you still have the pressure problem for the

          3   discharge piping, the discharge check valve, and

          4   the components on the discharge side of the pump.

          5       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Any further discussion?

          6   Mr. Koffel?

          7       MR. KOFFEL:  Nothing further.

          8       MR. MILKE:  All right.  So we're ready to go to

          9   a vote.  Let me restate the motion.  The motion on

         10   the floor is to accept Comment 25-99.  Please

         11   record your vote, 1 for, 2 against.  5 seconds.

         12            And balloting closed.  Motion is accepted.

         13   86 to 33.  Motion succeeds, passes.

         14            So the next motion on NFPA 25-18 appeared

         15   on our agenda.  However, the authorized maker of

         16   the motion or their designated rep has notified

         17   NFPA they no longer wish to pursue the motion.

         18   Therefore, in accordance with NFPA Rules,

         19   Convention Rule 2.6, the motion may not be

         20   considered by the assembly and is removed from the

         21   agenda.

         22            We will now move on to the next motion
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         23   which is 25-19.  To Mic 3.

         24       MR. ISMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  My name is
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          1   Ken Isman with the National Fire Sprinkler

          2   Association, and I move to accept my

          3   Comment 25-107.

          4       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  There's a motion on the

          5   floor to accept Comment 25-107.  Is there a second?

          6       A VOICE:  Second.

          7       MR. MILKE:  We do have a second.  Let's proceed

          8   with the discussion.

          9       MR. ISMAN:  Thank you.  The result of this

         10   motion will be to keep the appropriate adjustment

         11   to the pump test results when a pump turns at other

         12   than rated speed during its annual test, but it

         13   will delete the requirement to adjust all fire pump

         14   test results for velocity head.

         15            Here's a quick summary of what fire pump

         16   manufacturers do with their pumps.  For situations

         17   where the discharge flange of the pump is smaller

         18   than the suction flange, the pump manufacturers add

         19   a small amount of pressure, usually about 1 or

         20   2 psi, calling it a velocity head adjustment to the

         21   pump test results that then generate their

         22   certified curve.

         23            We don't have the time here to debate

         24   whether that's a correct activity or not for them
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          1   to do.  They do it.  We have to live with it.

          2   We're moving on.

          3            During the acceptance test, under the

          4   jurisdiction of NFPA 20, we need to add this same

          5   velocity head back into our results from our test

          6   in order to match exactly the fire pump

          7   manufacturer's curve.  However, not all of the

          8   pumps have to do this.  It's only those pumps that

          9   have the discharge flange smaller than the suction

         10   flange.

         11            Now we do this NFPA 20 test because the

         12   goal of that test is to match that certified curve

         13   perfectly.  But the purpose of an NFPA 25 annual

         14   test is different than an NFPA 20 acceptance test.

         15   There are only two objectives for an NFPA 25 annual

         16   flow test.  Did the pump start?  And did the pump

         17   make enough pressure to feed our fire protection

         18   system?  Those are the two questions you're trying

         19   to ask.  You're not trying to prove that the pump

         20   is perfect as the day it was born.  You're just

         21   trying to make sure it starts and that you're

         22   getting some reasonable pressure out of it.

         23            We're not trying to recreate the certified

         24   curve of the pump.  Pump performance is allowed to
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          1   drop off during the life of the pump.  And so

          2   forcing everyone to spend their time and effort

          3   adjusting the results of their pump test through a
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          4   velocity head adjustment that isn't even

          5   appropriate for all fire pumps is inappropriate to

          6   put into NFPA 20.

          7            One of the reasons that the Committee

          8   considered this velocity adjustment in the ROP --

          9   I'm sorry, I just said that.  I apologize.

         10            We are not trying to prove that the pump

         11   is still running like a Swiss watch.  We're just

         12   trying to prove that it will start and make enough

         13   pressure.

         14            If my motion is successful, in those rare

         15   cases where a velocity head adjustment is

         16   appropriate and where it makes a difference in the

         17   pass/fail criteria, you will still be permitted to

         18   make the adjustment so that the pump passes the

         19   test, but you're not going to be required to do

         20   this adjustment and waste time dealing with it on

         21   all fire pumps especially those where it's not even

         22   appropriate to make the adjustment.

         23            So we ask you to please vote in favor of

         24   this motion.
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          1       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mr. Koffel?

          2       MR. KOFFEL:  Thank you.  Unfortunately, the

          3   Committee comment does not really address the

          4   technical issue before us which is concept of

          5   velocity head.  When the Committee looked at this

          6   comment, which does do a couple of things, we kind

          7   of focused on the adjustments and whether it was

          8   appropriate to do the adjustments.  As you read
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          9   through the comment, we focused on, the adjustment

         10   for speed was not a complicated calculation to do.

         11            What I am aware is that there is a debate

         12   within the Committee as to whether velocity head

         13   would, in fact, be a substantial adjustment or not.

         14   And if any of the members of the Committee who seek

         15   -- or who feel otherwise, counter to the opinion

         16   you just heard feel, velocity head is significant,

         17   they can feel free to testify accordingly.

         18       MR. MILKE:  Thank you, Mr. Koffel.  We will

         19   open debate on the motion.  Mic 5, please.

         20       MR. UNDERWOOD:  Yeah.  The only thing I --

         21   Darryl Underwood from KGY, speaking against.

         22            If you will read -- if they had bothered

         23   to take the time to look at the information that

         24   was submitted to the NFPA that was on the Web site
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          1   of the NFPA where they could review that, they

          2   would find that the head velocity curve, they're

          3   sadly mistaken if it's only 1 or 2 psi.  It can be

          4   considerably more.  As a matter of fact, it can be

          5   such a large number as so stated in the recordings

          6   of the Committee that it would fail the test of a

          7   95 percent requirement in the test that is in their

          8   -- in pamphlet 25 now.

          9            Also, it's stated that the gauges are not

         10   accurate in the substantiation of this.  If you

         11   would read the field test requirement for field

         12   equipment, 14.2.5.1.1, calibrated test equipment
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         13   should be used, not the Mickey Mouse ones that are

         14   on the equipment to start with.  And it should be

         15   -- the gauges should be reviewed annually and

         16   recertified.

         17       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Any further discussion?

         18       MR. UNDERWOOD:  One other one.  Also, we'll

         19   note that we are more interested in gauges than we

         20   are in pumps.

         21            Now pumps should be the heart of the fire

         22   protection system.  Nothing else will work in the

         23   fire protection system.  Nothing will come out of

         24   the end of the nozzle if the pump doesn't work.  We
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          1   do a gauge test on 13-2-7-2 that says we have to

          2   use certified gauges to check the gauges and they

          3   have to be accurate or we replace them.  Thank you.

          4       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  To Mic 6.

          5       MR. RAY:  Rich Ray, Cybor Fire Protection,

          6   speaking on behalf of the Illinois Fire Prevention

          7   Association.  This is not about gauges --

          8       MR. MILKE:  For or against?

          9       MR. RAY:  I am for the motion.  That's why I

         10   stood at the green mic.

         11       MR. MILKE:  Transcript.

         12       MR. RAY:  It is not about gauges.  It's about

         13   doing erroneous math calculations to result in a

         14   net change of, in many cases, less than 1 psi to

         15   pressure.

         16            And now I will speak about gauges.  If you

         17   think about a gauge, people with familiarity, the
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         18   thickness of the needle on that gauge is more than

         19   a pound.  Okay.  It's unneeded.  Ken Isman is right

         20   as the day is long, and I urge you please to

         21   support the motion.

         22       MR. MILKE:  Any further discussion on the

         23   motion.  Mr. Koffel?

         24       MR. KOFFEL:  No.
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          1       MR. MILKE:  Before we vote, let me restate the

          2   motion.  The motion on the floor is to accept

          3   Comment 25-107.  Please record your vote.  1 for, 2

          4   against.  5 seconds.

          5            Balloting is closed.  Vote is 88 four, 24

          6   against.  The motion passes.

          7            We will proceed on now to discussion on

          8   Certified Amending Motion 25-20.  To Mic 6.

          9       MR. FRABLE:  Dave Frable, representing the

         10   U.S. General Services Administration.  I am the

         11   submitter's designated representative for the

         12   certified motion.

         13       MR. MILKE:  Make the motion.

         14       MR. FRABLE:  I would like to move Motion

         15   Sequence Number 25-20 which would reject ROP 25-253

         16   and return annex material A.13.4.3.2.2.2 to the

         17   previous edition text as well as delete the

         18   proposed new language in 13.4.3.2.1 and annex

         19   A.13.4.3.2.2.1.

         20       A VOICE:  Second.

         21       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  You are the designated
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         22   representative and I heard a second.  So please

         23   continue with discussion on the motion.

         24       MR. FRABLE:  Thank you.  We believe that moving
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          1   the language into the body of this standard creates

          2   a direct scoping infringement within NFPA 4 because

          3   it will require fire alarm initiating aid-giving

          4   devices to be tested to trip the valve.

          5            Now for all those people that don't know

          6   what NFPA 4 is, NFPA 4 is the Standard for

          7   Integrated Fire Protection and Life Safety System

          8   Testing.  Therefore, we believe it would be best to

          9   leave the language in the annex as a suggestion

         10   where it won't create a conflict.

         11            In addition, we also believe that moving

         12   the text from the annex into this standard now

         13   mandates full-flow testing involving a fire alarm

         14   contractor because of the new requirements to test

         15   automatic and manual activation devices.  This adds

         16   to the cost of inspection, testing, and

         17   maintenance; and, more importantly, it is outside

         18   the scope of NFPA 25 and, therefore, cannot be

         19   mandated.

         20            We also believe this is considered an

         21   integrated test and falls under the purview of

         22   NFPA 4, not NFPA 25.

         23            To our knowledge, the NFPA Standards

         24   Council has already rendered a decision based on
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          1   NFPA 72 expanding their scope into NFPA 4.  Hence,

          2   we believe that the same decision for the Standards

          3   Council would apply to this situation.  We urge you

          4   to support our motion to reject Proposal 25-253.

          5   Thank you.

          6       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Mr. Koffel?

          7       MR. KOFFEL:  Thank you.  If the language

          8   presented by the Committee was that in

          9   Proposal 25-253, I would have to agree with the

         10   maker of the motion.  However, we modified that

         11   language in Comment 25-125 for the specific reasons

         12   stated and that was to avoid a conflict with NFPA 4

         13   and the Standard on the Testing of Integrated Fire

         14   Protection Systems.

         15            If you look at Comment 125, the word

         16   "detection" was deleted from the paragraph in the

         17   standard and an annex note was added saying the

         18   detectors may be tested separately.  However, we

         19   did want a functional test of the actuator solenoid

         20   when it receives an actual or simulated signal.  We

         21   do not believe we're in conflict with NFPA 4.

         22       MR. MILKE:  Thank you, Mr. Koffel.  With that,

         23   we can open debate from the floor.  Mic 5.

         24       MR. DEEGAN:  My name is Tom Deegan, Viking
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          1   Corporation, and I am speaking against the motion.

          2   As I said, I represent the Viking Corporation, a

          3   manufacturer of preaction and deluge sprinkler
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          4   systems.

          5            The action taken by the Committee to bring

          6   the requirement for full-flow testing out of the

          7   annex and into the document enhances the document

          8   in several ways.  First, it addresses the need to

          9   assure operational viability and mission

         10   reliability of the individual preaction or deluge

         11   system.  The releasing device itself is a critical

         12   component in proper operation in an emergency

         13   situation.  Its effectiveness in releasing the

         14   system is not only a function of being properly

         15   activated, but also whether the preaction or deluge

         16   system reacts and actually flows water as specified

         17   when it's activated.

         18            A releasing system that doesn't cause the

         19   system to flow in an emergency is equivalent to a

         20   closed control valve and its impact on the

         21   effectiveness of the individual system.  It's

         22   important that proper individual system operations

         23   is addressed, and the best way to accomplish this

         24   is to full-flow test the system periodically.
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          1            Secondly, it coordinates the references to

          2   the manufacturer's operation and maintenance

          3   instructions in the standard with the actual

          4   manufacturer's recommendations.  A full-flow test

          5   is recommended by most, if not all, the

          6   manufacturers' preaction and deluge systems.

          7            Lastly, due to the operation
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          8   characteristics, preaction and deluge systems are

          9   typically used to protect hazards that require

         10   special consideration due to high value critical

         11   missions or high hazards.

         12            Sound judgment indicates or dictates that

         13   due to potential impact of proper operations of

         14   such applications, a focus on individual system

         15   operation rather than individual component

         16   operation is prudent.

         17            The Committee's actions consisted with the

         18   scope in that it mandates a critical component of

         19   these water-based fire protection systems be tested

         20   for proper effect on the individual system

         21   operations.  I believe the Technical Committee

         22   acted properly during the proposal and comment

         23   stages of the current Cycle by removing the

         24   requirement for full-flow testing -- by moving the
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          1   requirement for full-flow testing of preaction and

          2   deluge systems from the annex to the body, the body

          3   of the document where it's enforceable.

          4            I encourage you to vote against the

          5   motion.  Thanks.

          6       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Any further discussion?

          7   Mic 4.

          8       MR. RAY:  Rich Ray, Cybor Fire Protection,

          9   representing Illinois Fire Prevention Association.

         10   The Committee --

         11       MR. MILKE:  For or against?

         12       MR. RAY:  I'm sorry.  I'm against it.
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         13            The Committee did the right thing.  We

         14   want to test these systems as they're installed and

         15   as we would anticipate and hope they work.  We

         16   don't want to test detectors up to the solenoids

         17   and then skip the solenoid and test the valve.  In

         18   the detector, there's a trip-to valve.  That's

         19   what's going to happen if there's a fire in the

         20   room.  That's what we're testing for, not, yeah,

         21   this works, this works, this works, but I have no

         22   idea if it works all together.

         23            So we need to keep it simple.  This is

         24   really a simple one.  The Committee did the right
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          1   thing, and someone just doesn't like it.  So,

          2   please, vote against this.

          3       MR. MILKE:  Mic 6.

          4       MR. FRABLE:  Dave Frable, U.S. General Services

          5   Administration.

          6       MR. MILKE:  For or against?

          7       MR. FRABLE:  No, for the motion.

          8            We still believe this falls under the

          9   purview of NFPA 4.  It's basically a full function

         10   test of the system which incorporates two different

         11   contractors, two different trades to ensure the

         12   system works.  NFPA 4 is responsible for that scope

         13   in our opinion.  We urge you to support this

         14   motion.  Thank you.

         15       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Is there any further

         16   discussion on the motion?  Mr. Koffel?
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         17       MR. KOFFEL:  Yes.  I just want to clarify some

         18   comments that we heard because, again, the

         19   Committee did take -- gave due consideration to its

         20   scope as it relates to NFPA 4.

         21            Based upon the actual Comment 25-125,

         22   NFPA 25 is not requiring the testing of the

         23   detectors, but, rather, it is requiring the testing

         24   of the automatic activation function of this
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          1   system.

          2       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  Before we vote, I will

          3   restate the motion.  The motion on the floor is to

          4   return a portion of a report in the form of

          5   Proposal 25-253 and related Comment 25-126.  Please

          6   record your vote.  1 for, 2 against.  5 seconds.

          7            Balloting is closed.  2 for and 104

          8   against.  The motion fails.

          9            We move on to then Certified Amending

         10   Motion 25-21.  Anyone?  So the motion on NFPA 25-21

         11   appeared on the agenda.  However, the authorized

         12   maker of the motion or their designated rep is

         13   evidently no longer interested in pursuing the

         14   motion.  Therefore, in accordance with NFPA Rules,

         15   Convention Rule 2.6, the motion will not be

         16   considered by the assembly and is removed from the

         17   agenda.

         18            So we move to the next motion, and that's

         19   actually a set of them that have all been

         20   withdrawn.  So, again, let me read the proper

         21   paragraph here.  So the next motion on -- or
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         22   motions on NFPA 25-22 to 25-30 appeared on our

         23   agenda.  However, the authorized maker of the

         24   motion or their designated rep has notified the
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          1   NFPA that they no longer wish to pursue this

          2   motion -- these motions.  Therefore, in accordance

          3   with NFPA Rules, Convention Rule 2.6, the motions

          4   may not be considered by the assembly and are

          5   removed from the agenda.

          6            We now move on to the next motion which by

          7   my sheet would take us to 25-31.

          8       MR. FRABLE:  29, Jim.

          9       MR. MILKE:  I had that one as being removed.

         10       MR. FRABLE:  Okay.

         11       MR. MILKE:  To 31 which I think is --

         12       MR. FRABLE:  I'm sorry.

         13       MR. MILKE:  Number 6.  Mic 6.

         14       MR. FRABLE:  Dave Frable, representing

         15   U.S. General Services Administration.  I am the

         16   designated rep for the Certified Amending Motion.

         17   Based on the action that was taken on 25-2, we will

         18   not pursue this motion.  Thank you.

         19       MR. MILKE:  Thank you.  We can proceed to the

         20   final Certified Amending Motion on 25.  That's

         21   25-34.

         22            Again seeing no one at a mic, going once,

         23   going twice.  The next motion on NFPA 25-34

         24   appeared on our agenda.  However, the authorized
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          1   maker of the motion or their designated rep is

          2   evidently not interested in pursuing.  The motion,

          3   therefore, in accordance with NFPA Rules,

          4   Convention Rule 2.6, the motion may not be

          5   considered by the assembly and is removed from the

          6   agenda.

          7            This officially concludes the 2013 Annual

          8   Association Technical Meeting.  I want to thank you

          9   for your participation, interest, and support,

         10   especially this late on an afternoon.  I now

         11   declare this meeting officially closed.

         12                        (Whereupon, the 2013 Annual

         13                        Association Technical Meeting

         14                        adjourned at 5:43 o'clock p.m.)

         15   

         16   

         17   

         18   

         19   

         20   

         21   

         22   

         23   

         24   

�
                                                                      393

          1   STATE OF ILLINOIS  )

          2                      )  SS:
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          3   COUNTY OF W I L L  )

          4   

          5            ANNA M. MORALES, as an Officer of the

          6   Court, says that she is a shorthand reporter doing

          7   business in the State of Illinois; that she

          8   reported in shorthand the proceedings of said

          9   meeting, and that the foregoing is a true and

         10   correct transcript of her shorthand notes so taken

         11   as aforesaid, and contains the proceedings given at

         12   said meeting.

         13            IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF:  I have hereunto set

         14   my verified digital signature this 20th day of

         15   June, 2013.

         16   

         17   

         18   

         19   

         20                 ____________________________________

         21                 Illinois Certified Shorthand Reporter

         22                 License No.:  084-002854

         23   

         24   
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