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Item No.  Subject 
 
11-10 -1  Call to Order 
 
11-10-2  NFPA staff review of fire alarm and exit procedures 
 
11-10-3  Introduction of Members and Guests 
 
11-10--4  Review of Meeting Procedures and Revision Schedule 
 
11-10-5  Comments/Questions from Committee Members and/or Guests 

 
11-10-6   Approval of Prior Meeting Minutes [Enclosure] 
 
11-10-7  Task Group Reports (if any) 
 
 11-10-8  Processing of Comments [Enclosure] 
 
11-10-9  Fire Protection Research Foundation Requests 
 
110-10-10  Old Business 
 
11-10-11  New Business 
 
11-10-12  Adjournment 

 



NFPA 72 Report on Proposals
SIG-HOU Technical Committee Meeting 

1.Call to order. The meeting was called to order by LJ Dallaire at 1:00 PM on 
Wednesday, January 19, 2011 
.
2. Self-introduction of members and guests. The following committee members and 
guests were in attendance: 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT
H. Wayne Boyd- Principle 
David E. Christian- Principle
Melissa K. Chernovsky- Principle 
Thomas G. Cleary- Principle 
Laurence J. Dallaire- Chair
Darrell Dantzler- Principle 
Timothy K. Dedear- Principle
Robert B. Fuller- Principle
Edward M. Fraczkowski- Principle 
Justin A. Geiman- Principle 
Wendy B. Gifford- Principle
Daniel T. Gottuk- Principle 
Mark A. Kittle- Principle 
Arthur S. Lee- Non Voting Member 
Thomas J. McNelis- Alternate 
Kim R. Mniszewski- Principle 
John L. Parssinen- Principle 
Larry Ratzlaff- Principle 
Cory Ogle - Principle 
Stephen M. Olenick- Principle 
Jeffrey L. Okun- Principle 
Steven Orlowski- Principle 
Richard Roberts- Alternate
Dave Bush- Alternate 
Richard M. Simpson- Principle
Maurice M. Pilette- Non Voting Member 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEMBERS NOT PRESENT
Oded Aron- Alternate
Edward J. Babczak - Alternate 
Lawrence Brown- Alternate
David A. Bush- Alternate 
Dan Cantrell-Principal
James J. Convery - Principle 
Manuelita E. David- Alternate
John Knecht - Principle 
Anna Kryagin - Principle 
Richard T. Long, Jr. - Alternate 
Jeffery P. McBride- Alternate
Christopher L. Mealy- Alternate 
Forrest J. Pecht- Principle
Rick D. Sheets- Alternate 
Samuel T. (Ted) Stoler- Alternate 
Jason A. Sutula  
Emily Troyanski - Alternate

GUESTS
 David Mills, UL Inc. 
Vic Humm, Vic Humm & Assoc 
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Brian Barnes, UTC Fire & Sec 
David Albert, Lifetone Technology 
Jack Parrow 
Kevin Breen, ITM 
Larry Shudak, UL 

3. Staff liaison’s report – Chris Coache . 
i) Staff added NFPA’s welcome and thanked the committee for attending. 
ii) Made a brief PowerPoint presentation on the NFPA codes and standards development process 
and the permitted actions to be taken during a ROP meeting. 

4. Chair Remarks- LJ Dallaire welcomed the committee, provided a brief introduction and a 
review of the Agenda.

5. Approval of the Pre-ROP. Motion was made for approval of the Pre-ROP Meeting minutes. 
Approved unanimously. 

6. Pre- ROP Task Group Report –

Task Group Battery Backup (Chair Dan Gottuk)- The Committee heard an update from the 

task group assigned at possibly expanding the code regarding the extend life batteries. The task 
group has determined that the need has not risen to a level that all alarms should have a ten-year 
shielded battery. The Task group has no proposals to move forward at this time and requested to 
close the task group.

Task Group Sensitivity Testing (Chair Dan Gottuk)- The task group which reviewed the 

current requirements for ten year replacement one- and two- family dwellings and the possible 
inclusion of other residential dwellings, the joint task group members did not meet consensus. 
The task group felt that the annual sensitivity testing as currently required in other sections of 
NFPA 72, for occupancies in other than OTFD, is excessive and does not have a significant 
effect on life safety. The task group has determined that the cost associated with the annual 
testing of the devices currently exceeds the cost of the device. The task group requested that the 
TC approve moving forward of proposing changes to SIG-TMS technical committee to exclude 
single and multi station alarms from having the annual sensitivity testing as required by section 
14.4.5.3 and Table 14.4.5. A technical committee proposal was prepared by Sig-HOU and 
submitted to the SIG-Fun technical committee.  

Task Group Documentation (Chair Richard Roberts) The task group on documentation has 

reviewed the current requirements for documentation found in Chapter 29 and has determined 
that the requirements should remain in Chapter 29 and has no recommendations for proposals to 
the SIG-FUN technical committee.  

Task Group HVAC Interface (Chair LJ Dallaire)-The task group on HVAC interface had no 

update for the technical committee. 



NFPA 72 Report on Proposals
SIG-HOU Technical Committee Meeting 

Task Group Low Frequency Specifications (Chair LJ Dallaire)- The task group on low 

frequency specifications is still looking at the UL217 language and discussing the possibility of
incorporating changes into 500Hz specified wave form.  

Task Group Building and Fire Code (Chair Dan Gottuk)- The task group on building and fire 

code task group has begun compiling a list of all the  requirements from the model codes that 
reference the residential smoke alarms and smoke detectors. The task group has also put together 
a list of all of the proposal deadlines for the various model codes.

7.Presentations-

Bob Schifiliti provided the technical committee a brief explanation on the proposals regarding 

the creation of a documentation chapter. At this time the SIG-FUN technical committee is 
looking for general comments. Bob also discussed the TC proposal regarding the definitions 
proposed for signal, notification and alarm conditions. 

Tom Ward, spoke to the committee to discuss three proposals 1) the need of standardizing the 

interconnection of the fire alarms to 110 VAC, 2) discussed the need to allow sprinkler water 
flow devices to be connected to the smoke alarm interconnection and 3) providing an additional 
relay for supplementary alerting device. 

Jack Parrow, IAFC representative, discussed the need for limiting the number of false alarm 

an unwanted alarms signals from supervised systems. The fire service is concerned about being 
called for incidents where response is not necessary or when the occupant(s) was able to handle 
the fire on their own without assistance. 

8. NFPA 72 proposals. The committee reviewed and acted on the public proposals on NFPA 72, 
and developed several committee proposals. See the A2011 Report on Proposals for the 
committee actions. 

9. NFPA 72 task group assignments and breakout sessions – LJ Dallaire. The chair assigned 
members to the following task groups: 

Task Group “Update Material”– Task Group will go through the chapter 29 and update any 

extracted material, review and update references to other organizations documents and prepare 
proposal(s) as required. 
Chair Richard Roberts. Volunteers - John Parssinen and Richard Simpson.  

Task Group “Supervision Requirements Household Systems” – Task group will review the 

requirements for household fire alarm systems and coordinate the provisions for supervision of 
the signaling devices. 
Chair Richard Simpson. Volunteers - Richard Roberts and Dave Christian.
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Task Group “Nuisance Alarms Testing” – Task group will be responsible to compile a list of 

common nuisance sources for smoke alarms and develop a series of testing requirements for 
smoke alarm to meet in order to limit the number of nuisance alarms. The task group will use 
this information to push for changes in the listing agents requirements. 
Chair – To Be Nominated by Group   Volunteers - Wendy Gifford, Dan Gottuk, Dave Christian, 
Richard Roberts, Arthur Lee, Tom Fabian, Thomas McNelis and Brad Breens 

Task Group “Low Frequency Requirements for Sleeping Areas” – Task group will develop a 

TIA and a TC proposal to clarify the requirements of section 29.3.6 was not intended to require 
low frequency notification appliances in all sleeping areas to correlate with Chapter 18. 
Chair- Dave Christian, Members-Steve Orlowski, Steve Olenick  

10. Other business. Steve Orlowski asked the technical committee to consider the possibility of 
creating a separate document dedicated to the development of a standalone code for household 
alarms to address the committees concerns with the continued dissection of Chapter 29 by other 
NFPA 72 committees wanting to consolidate information in other chapters.  

11. Schedule next meeting. The NFPA 72 ROC meeting will likely be scheduled for 
October 10-14, 2011, Location is yet to be determined. Details will be provided as they become 
available.  

12. Adjournment. The meeting was adjourned at 11:30 AM, January 21, 2011. 

Minutes prepared by: Steven Orlowski



Comment # Log#
Comm.
Action

Tech.
Comm. Section

Sort Listing

309 3.3.x Wireless 911-Enables Alarm Device (New)- ( ):72-21 SIG-HOU

308 3.3.12.1 False Alarm Verification Feature (New)- ( ):72-23 SIG-HOU

73 29.3.2- ( ):72-380 SIG-HOU

141 29.3.2- ( ):72-381 SIG-HOU

169 29.3.2- ( ):72-382 SIG-HOU

208 29.3.2- ( ):72-383 SIG-HOU

335 29.3.2- ( ):72-384 SIG-HOU

341 29.3.2- ( ):72-385 SIG-HOU

300 29.3.2 (New)- ( ):72-386 SIG-HOU

179 29.3.5- ( ):72-387 SIG-HOU

317 29.3.5.2- ( ):72-388 SIG-HOU

83 29.3.6- ( ):72-389 SIG-HOU

207 29.3.6- ( ):72-390 SIG-HOU

295 29.3.6.2- ( ):72-391 SIG-HOU

81 29.3.8.1 and A.29.3.8.1- ( ):72-392 SIG-HOU

203 29.3.8.1 and A.29.3.8.1- ( ):72-393 SIG-HOU

204 29.3.8.2- ( ):72-394 SIG-HOU

305 29.7.5.8 (New)- ( ):72-395 SIG-HOU

316 29.7.6.6(2)- ( ):72-396 SIG-HOU

318 29.7.6.7, 29.7.6.7.1, and 29.7.2- ( ):72-397 SIG-HOU

72 29.7.6.7, 29.7.6.7.1, and 29.7.2 (New)- ( ):72-398 SIG-HOU

185 29.7.6.7.1- ( ):72-399 SIG-HOU

186 29.7.6.7.1- ( ):72-400 SIG-HOU

402 29.7.6.7.1- ( ):72-401 SIG-HOU

296 29.7.6.7.1 and 29.7.6.7.2- ( ):72-402 SIG-HOU

142 29.7.6.7.1 and 29.7.6.7.2 (New)- ( ):72-403 SIG-HOU

371 29.7.6.7.3- ( ):72-404 SIG-HOU

370 29.7.6.7.4- ( ):72-405 SIG-HOU

15 29.7.8.1.1- ( ):72-406 SIG-HOU

400 29.7.8.1.3- ( ):72-407 SIG-HOU

306 29.7.8.2.1 (New)- ( ):72-408 SIG-HOU

297 29.7.8.4 (New)- ( ):72-409 SIG-HOU

401 29.7.8.4 (New)- ( ):72-410 SIG-HOU

170 29.8.3.4- ( ):72-411 SIG-HOU

299 29.8.3.4(5)- ( ):72-412 SIG-HOU

143 29.8.3.4(6) and A.29.8.3.4(6)- ( ):72-413 SIG-HOU

405 29.8.6- ( ):72-414 SIG-HOU

80 29.10- ( ):72-415 SIG-HOU

310 A.3.3.x (New)- ( ):72-416 SIG-HOU

146 A.3.3.141- ( ):72-418 SIG-HOU

Page 1A2012Cycle
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Sort Listing

273 A.3.3.141(3) and (4)- ( ):72-421 SIG-HOU

206 A.29.3.6- ( ):72-453 SIG-HOU

406 A.29.5.1.1 (New)- ( ):72-454 SIG-HOU

307 A.29.9 (New)- ( ):72-455 SIG-HOU

Page 2A2012Cycle



Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 72
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-21     Log #309  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Jon Woodard, Seward, AK

-
Add new text to read as follows:

A single- or multiple-station alarm device further comprising an integrated wireless telecommunications component
connected to the control equipment within the unit, where upon receiving an alarm signal from the control equipment
indicating a fire emergency, is configured to initiate a wireless 911 emergency call, transmitting a data or text message
directly to a communications center.

Next-generation wireless 911-enabled smoke alarm devices bridge the gap between single- or
multiple-station smoke alarms and detectors in fire and carbon monoxide alarm systems. Household fire alarm systems
typically comprise separate control equipment having wired or wireless connections to external detectors as part of a
distributed system; in contrast, single- or multiple-station wireless 911-enabled alarm devices have within a single unit
embedded wireless telecommunications components connected to control components and other alarm components
including at least a detector, an alarm device, and a power supply. Other components within the unit include 911 call
disable circuitry which includes a button on the housing of the alarm device for a user to manually cancel a 911
emergency call within a specified amount of time to prevent false alarms. Wireless signal indicator lights on the housing
allow a user to verify wireless service to the alarm device.

Proposed TC and TCC action on comments
If the committee does not accept this comment, the undersigned requests that because the original proposal was

returned as untimely, a "hold" under rule 4.4.6.2.2 is required for consideration in the next revision cycle.
On 11/16/2010, the undersigned originally submitted this as a similar proposal in print paper format, via U.S. mail,

which as stamped received on 11/22/2010 by the codes and standards office, but returned as untimely due to a change
in the proposal closing date of 11/23/2010, the date printed in the 2010 edition of the NFPA Journal Buyer's Guide. The
undersigned did not have access to the internet and was not aware of the change in the proposal closing date.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-23     Log #308  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Jon Woodard, Seward, AK

72-463, 72-477, 72-558
Add new text to read as follows:

False Alarm Verification Feature. A feature of fire alarm systems to reduce unwanted alarms wherein the fire alarm
system control unit includes a means for a user to report the verification of a false alarm to a remote monitoring station.

Provides a definition to related Comment 29.7.5.8. Minimizing or eliminating false or unwanted alarms
is important to reducing the misallocation of fire service equipment and personnel. These issues are currently being
addressed by the International Association of Fire Chiefs, the NFPA, and other public safety entities.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-380     Log #73  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Correlating Committee on Signaling Systems for the Protection of Life and Property,

72-535a
The TCC advises that 29.3.2 might be misconstrued to apply to all smoke detectors not just those

used for household systems.  The TCC directs that the committee reconsider the action on this proposal to qualify that
the provision only applies to smoke detectors used in  household fire alarm system.

This is a direction from the Technical Correlating Committee on Signaling Systems for the Protection
of Life and Property in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects.

1Printed on  9/19/2011



Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 72
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-381     Log #141  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Vince Baclawski, National Electrical Manufacturers Association (NEMA)

72-535a
Delete text as follows:

29.3.2 Effective January 1, 2016 all smoke alarms and smoke detectors shall be listed for resistance to common
nuisance sources including cooking.

The proposal should be rejected. The attempt to reduce unwanted alarms in residential homes can
best be accomplished by eliminating the requirement for smoke alarms located anywhere near areas of food
preparation.  Now then, establish a new requirement for the installation of fast acting interconnected thermal detectors
placed directly in the kitchen areas.  Flaming kitchen fires which present a real threat will quickly be detected thermally
whereas smoldering toast will not cause an alarm resulting in an unnecessary fire department response.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-382     Log #169  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Thomas P. Hammerberg, Automatic Fire Alarm Association

72-535a
Continue to support the committee action on Proposal 72-535a.

AFAA supports the committee action.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-383     Log #208  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Anna Kryagin, Port Authority of New York & New Jersey

72-535a
Modify new Section 29.3.2 to read as follows:

Effective January 1, 2016 all smoke alarms and smoke detectors shall be listed for resistance to common nuisance
sources including cooking, household dust, steam, insects, radio frequency interference and high airflow or gusts
exceeding 300 ft/min.

Based on my experience (talking to owners of one and two family dwelling units and Fire Alarm
System installers) the vast majority of nuisance alarms occur because of dust accumulation inside of smoke detectors
and large insects.

2Printed on  9/19/2011



Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 72
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-384     Log #335  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Larry Ratzlaff, UTC/Kidde Safety

72-535a
Revise text to read as follows:

Effective January 1, 2016 all smoke alarms and smoke detectors used in household fire alarm systems installed
between 6 ft (1.8 m) and 20 ft (6.1 m) along a horizontal flow path from a stationary or fixed cooking appliance shall be
listed for resistance to common nuisance sources including cooking the application.

Two proposals (72-536 and 72-535a) were submitted with the intent of reducing the number of nuisance
alarms related to cooking. This comment seeks to meet the intent of the two aforementioned proposals by requiring the
UL 217 STP to add a set of quantifiable and repeatable false alarm immunity performance test protocols to ANSI/UL 217
and ANSI/UL 268 specifically for smoke alarms and smoke detectors installed in or near a dwelling kitchen or cooking
area. Smoke alarms that meet the performance requirements of that yet to be determined test protocol would receive a
special listing for the intended use area.
The proposed revised text would require smoke alarms in close proximity to the cooking area to be listed for the

application, Data from the reports below list cooking as the primary source of nuisance alarms. One possible mode of
complying with proposed requirement would be for a manufacturer to calibrate their alarms near the less sensitive end
of their calibration window. This would result in alarm that could be slower to respond in an actual fire scenario.
Requiring all alarms to meet a performance criteria that is really only needed in one area could result in increased cost

or reduced sensitivity for all smoke alarms in the structure, when data shows that only those close to cooking area
require better nuisance resistance.

The following reports support the above substantiation:
· According to a February 2008 NFPA Task Group Report,

, cooking is the leading cause of false alarms. The repot goes on to say ionization and
photoelectric type detectors are both sensitive to cooking aerosols. Several studies have shown that ionization type
detectors installed too close to a cooking appliance have a higher frequency of nuisance alarms than photoelectric type
detectors.

· In a March 2010 Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) Study,
, all smoke alarm types (photoelectric and ionization) tested resulted in nuisance alarms

if placed too close to a cooking source. Regardless of the smoke detection technology, smoke alarms placed greater
than 10 to 15 feet from the main cooking appliance had a reduced number of nuisance alarms.

There are also the ongoing nuisance alarm reduction activities of NIST and UL.
· NIST is conducting full-scale testing to measure the alarm response for several cooking scenarios. The goal of this

research is to use an aerosol generator to reproduce the cooking aerosol particulate size and concentrations.
· The UL 217 STP has formed a Task Group to investigate the feasibility of developing new performance test protocols

for smoke alarms designed to be less susceptible to cooking nuisance alarms. The results from the NIST cooking tests
will provide the data needed to develop a set of quantifiable and repeatable false alarm immunity performance test
protocols to ANSI/UL 217 and ANSI/UL 268 specifically for smoke alarms and smoke detectors installed in or near a
dwelling kitchen or cooking area.

The 2016 date gives NIST time to complete their cooking related experiments and the UL 217 STP to develop the
requirements.

If nuisance alarm immunity performance test protocols for alarm located near the cooking area are added to ANSI/UL
217 and ANSI/UL 268 the frequency of nuisance alarms may be reduced.

3Printed on  9/19/2011



Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 72
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-385     Log #341  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Todd Alford, System Sensor

72-535a
Revise original proposal as follows the rest remains unchanged:

Effective January 1, 2016 all smoke alarms and smoke detectors used in household fire alarm systems installed
between 6 ft (1.8 m) and 20 ft (6.1 m) along a horizontal flow path from a stationary or fixed cooking appliance shall be
listed for resistance to common nuisance sources including cooking the application.

The intent of the proposals 72-536 and 72-535a was to reduce the number of nuisance alarms. This
public comment seeks to meet the intent of the two aforementioned proposals by requiring the UL 217 STP to add a set
of quantifiable and repeatable false alarm immunity performance test protocols to ANSI/UL 217 and ANSI/UL 268
specifically for smoke alarms and smoke detectors installed in or near a dwelling kitchen or cooking area.

The following reports support the above substantiation:
• According to a February 2008 NFPA Task Group Report,

, cooking is the leading cause of false alarms. The repot goes on to say ionization and
photoelectric type detectors are both sensitive to cooking aerosols. Several studies have shown that ionization type
detectors installed too close to a cooking appliance have a higher frequency of nuisance alarms than photoelectric type
detectors.

• In a March 2010 Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) Study,
, all smoke alarm types (photoelectric and ionization) tested resulted in nuisance alarms

if placed too close to a cooking source. Regardless of the smoke detection technology, smoke alarms placed greater
than 10 to 15 feet from the main cooking appliance had a reduced number of nuisance alarms.

The objective of this public comment seeks to correlate the ongoing nuisance alarm reduction activities of NIST and
UL.

• NIST is conducting full-scale testing to measure the alarm response for several cooking scenarios. The goal of this
research is to use an aerosol generator to reproduce the cooking aerosol particulate size and concentrations.

• The UL 217 STP has formed a Task Group to investigate the feasibility of developing new performance test protocols
for smoke alarms designed to be less susceptible to cooking nuisance alarms. The results from the NIST cooking tests
will provide the data needed to develop a set of quantifiable and repeatable false alarm immunity performance test
protocols to ANSI/UL 217 and ANSI/UL 268 specifically for smoke alarms and smoke detectors installed in or near a
dwelling kitchen or cooking area.

The 2016 date gives NIST time to complete their cooking related experiments and the UL 217 STP to develop the
requirements.

The frequency of nuisance alarms will be reduced if false alarm immunity performance test protocols for cooking
aerosols are added to ANSI/UL 217 and ANSI/UL 268.

4Printed on  9/19/2011



Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 72
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-386     Log #300  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Wendy B. Gifford, Consultant

72-535a
Add new text to read as follows:

In response to the original proposal, the committee limited nuisance testing to cooking sources.  While
this is the primary source, it is not the only source of nuisance alarms.  Steam related nuisance alarms may constitute
as much as 1/3 of alarm deactivations.  (See CPSC’s “National Smoke Detector Project 1993” and NFPA’s “Smoke
Alarms in US Home Fires 2009.”) A staggered implementation of more robust nuisance testing allows the entire problem
to be addressed and gives manufacturers time to adjust. Alarms/detectors listed only for installation in a specific location
will be confusing to consumers, installers, and inspectors.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-387     Log #179  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Jeff Buss, Sure Signal Products, Inc.

72-536a
Revise text to read as follows:

Fire warning equipment to be installed in residential occupancies shall produce the audible emergency
evacuation signal described in ANSI S3.41, , whenever the
intended response is to evacuate the building.

The code does not take into account the use of mechanically powered, gear-driven household heat
alarms.  The complexity of a spring-powered gear system that could produce the irregular T-3 pattern (3 × ½ sec
ON/OFF…1½ sec pause) cannot practically be achieved with the reliability necessary for fire safety.

These are supplementary alarms whose primary role is use in attics, kitchens, basements and utility closets.  These
are non-sleeping areas where a warning signal is sufficient.

Exceptions for these mechanical devices have already been made in the Household Fire Alarm Chapter of NFPA 72.
See Exception to Section 29.5.2.1.1 Smoke and Heat Alarms, also see the Item (5) in Section 29.6.1 Smoke and Heat
Alarms.  These sections acknowledge the benefits offered by these devices, while recognizing their limitations.

5Printed on  9/19/2011
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-388     Log #317  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Louis T. Fiore, L. T. Fiore, Inc.

72-548
Accept the proposal, in principle, as follows:

29.3.5.2* Fire-warning equipment producing the audible emergency evacuation signal shall be permitted to incorporate
voice notification under either or both of the following conditions:

1) Where the voice message is contained completely within the 1.5-second pause period of the audible emergency
evacuation signal

2) Where the voice message complies with 29.3.5.2(2)(a) and (b) as follows:
(a) 1) The voice message is first preceded by a minimum of eight two cycles of the audible emergency evacuation

signal, and
(b) 2) The voice message periodically interrupts the signal for no longer than 10 seconds followed by a minimum of two

cycles of the audible emergency evacuation signal between each voice message. The initial eight-cycle period shall not
be required to be repeated.

The intent of the original proposal was to enhance public life safety by providing a platform for an
effective voice message. This public comment takes the rejection comment of the SIG-HOU Technical Committee into
consideration in order to meet the intent of the original proposal. The proposed revisions to section 29.3.5.2 will
accomplish two critical objectives:

1. Allow enough time, 10 seconds, for an effective voice message to be clearly understood by the building occupants
by deleting the 1.5 second provision in section 29.3.5.2(1).

2. Reducing the amount of time for the voice message to be heard by the building occupants from 30 seconds to 7.5
seconds by reducing the number of cycles preceding the voice message from eight to two cycles in section 29.3.5.2(2).

It can be demonstrated that the voice message is more affective in a residential environment, especially where children
are involved.  Consequently it is preferred that the voice message precede the audible signal. However, changing the
timing, as proposed above, is a great step in the right direction.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-389     Log #83  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Correlating Committee on Signaling Systems for the Protection of Life and Property,

72-536a
The TCC makes reference to 29.3.6.2 of the recommendation and advises that explanation of the

paragraph in more practical terms would be helpful to users of the code.  The TCC directs the committee to reconsider
the action on this proposal and suggests adding explanatory material in the annex.

This is a direction from the Technical Correlating Committee on Signaling Systems for the Protection
of Life and Property in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects.

6Printed on  9/19/2011
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-390     Log #207  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Tim Shaffer, SafeAwake, LLC

72-536a
Revise text to read as follows:

Audible fire alarm signals shall meet the performance requirements of 18.4.3 and 18.4.5.

All audible fire alarm signals installed shall meet the performance requirements of 18.4.3, 18.4.5.1 and
18.4.5.2.

In all sleeping areas required to be accessible in compliance with a standard issued pursuant to the
Americans with Disabilities Act or Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended, shall meet the
performance requirements of 18.4.5.3.

Where a household fire alarm system is used to provide a fire-warning
function, notification appliances shall be installed to meet the performance requirements of 29.3.6.

This proposal essentially undoes the changes to 29.3.6 by proposal 72-536a. It should likewise be
considered during any potential formulation of a TIA on this matter, although I understand the TIA is simply to clarify
intention for a past code, not necessarily going forward. The change to 29.3.6 was made because it was discussed that
it was never the intention of the committee to have all sleeping rooms have low frequency alarms. Perhaps it should be.
Research by Bruck and Thomas (Thomas and Bruck, SUPDET 2011; Thomas and Bruck, Victoria University report,
2010) indicates that in order to get acceptable results in terms of early warning and adequate notification, alarms should
be located in every room and interconnected. Chapter 29 currently requires a large number of detectors (although not
every room) and already has made the change to require interconnection. These references also contain data indicating
better delivery of sound throughout a residence with low frequency alarms. While it is known that the low-frequency
signal is better received by those with some level of hearing loss than 3100 Hz alarms, these studies demonstrated
experimentally that low frequency alarms are far better at delivering the necessary 75 dB at pillow locations due to
lesser sound attenuation through walls, distances, and other obstacles.

From an awakening standpoint, low frequency is very effective, including for those without any hearing impairments.
CSE (CSE NIH report, 2005) found the low frequency signal to be 100% effective for those with normal hearing levels.
Bruck, Thomas, and Ball (NFPA RF report, 2007) also found 100% effectiveness with the 520 Hz low frequency square
wave for those with a blood alcohol level of 0.05. Hence, both from a sound delivery standpoint and an awakening
standpoint, putting low frequency in every sleeping room, not just those for people with hearing loss, should be carefully
considered.

It is proper for 29.5.2.1.2 to point back to 29.3.6 (and hence chapter 18 as needed) rather than point directly to Chapter
18 as per proposal 72-536a.

If the concern continues that there are not adequate manufacturers right now, this is not true. There are manufacturers
with product on the market currently. Additionally, the concern that a testing standard does not exist are being
addressed currently at UL and my understanding is that a test should be available soon. If there is lingering concern
about a testing standard or product availability, this can be addressed potentially with a future effective date.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-391     Log #295  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Howard Sanders, Electronic Security Association

72-536a
Revise text to read as follows:

29.3.6.2 In all sleeping areas in single family dwellings required to be accessible in compliance with a standard issued
pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act or Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended, shall meet
the performance requirements of 18.4.5.3.

It is the position of ESA that annunciation of a fire alarm condition should be required  in all sleeping
areas without stipulation to areas specified in the Americans with Disabilities Act or Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-392     Log #81  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Correlating Committee on Signaling Systems for the Protection of Life and Property,

72-537a
The TCC makes reference to 29.3.8.1(2)(a) in the recommendation and advises that the term

"appropriate" in this context is not enforceable.  The TCC directs the committee to reconsider the action on this proposal
to provide more specific and enforceable language.

This is a direction from the Technical Correlating Committee on Signaling Systems for the Protection
of Life and Property in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-393     Log #203  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Tim Shaffer, SafeAwake, LLC

72-537
Revise text to read as follows:

Notification appliances provided for those with mild to severe hearing loss
shall comply with the following:

...
For increased protection in sleeping areas, those with mild and moderate hearing loss should consider

augmenting their level of protection with tactile notification in accordance with 18.10 as it has been shown to be an
effective means of awakening those who have normal hearing, as well as those with varying levels of hearing loss.

Since the committee feels strongly that low frequency signals should be required for those with mild to
severe hearing loss, this addition to the appendix will recommend tactile as an additional level of protection for those
with mild to moderate hearing loss (29.3.8.2 will now require it for moderately severe, severe, and profoundly deaf in
accordance with accepted proposal 72-540).

The committee is directed to two references (“Smoke Detector Alert for the Deaf”, Phase II SBIR Final Report, National
Institutes of Health, 2005; Ashley et al., SUPDET, 2005). Both of these references highlight the additional level of
protection tactile can provide for not only the severe hearing loss to profoundly deaf, but also those with mild and
moderate hearing loss, and even those with normal hearing levels.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-394     Log #204  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Tim Shaffer, SafeAwake, LLC

72-540
Revise text to read as follows:

Visible notification appliances in accordance with the
requirements of 18.5.4.6 18.5.2-18.5.4 and tactile notification appliances in accordance with the requirements of 18.10
shall be required for those with moderately severe to profound hearing loss in the following situations:

(1)* Where required by governing laws, codes, or standards for people with hearing loss
(2) Where provided voluntarily for those with hearing loss

It is my understanding that the continued inclusion of a requirement for strobes for the moderately
severe to profoundly deaf is because they provide some level of alarm verification and they can aid in notification when
the occupant is not asleep. NFPA 72 should not rely on strobes for awakening, even as a backup plan for tactile. In the
CSE NIH study (NIH, 2005; Ashley et al., 2005), a 110 cd strobe, as required below 24 inches from the ceiling as
currently required by 18.5.4.6.2 was only approximately 35% effective at awakening the hard of hearing and was less
than 60% effective at awakening the profoundly deaf. Meanwhile, a bed shaker was over 80% effective for the hard of
hearing and over 90% effective for the deaf. A T3 pulsed shaker was 100% effective for both groups (and the fully
hearing as well). Bruck and Thomas (2009) found even more concerning response for strobes. They found that strobes
were only 27% effective at awakening their hard of hearing subjects at 177 cd, the highest required level in a sleeping
room per the current requirements of 18.5.4.6.2. Clearly, the strobes are not adding any significant additional life safety
with respect to awakening. Therefore, the strobes should just have the same intensity for any other room in the
residence if they are only intended for alarm verification and for notification if the person is not asleep.

While the removal of the higher intensity for sleeping rooms will not result in any substantial reduction in life safety
since strobes are ineffective for awakening, the removal of the higher intensity requirement may result in the ability of
manufacturers to implement feasible battery backup solutions for strobes in smaller rooms and corridors where the
required intensity is less. This would result in better protection for those protected by strobes during power outages etc.

A similar comment has been submitted to SIG-NAS for Section 18.5.4.6.2 requiring that if a tactile appliance is
provided in a sleeping room, the strobe must simply meet the intensity requirements for a strobe in a non-sleeping room.

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-395     Log #305  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Jon Woodard, Seward, AK

72-463, 72-477, 72-553, 72-558
Add new text to read as follows:

A means for verifying false or unwanted alarms by the household fire alarm system user at the protected premises
shall be permitted, only if the following conditions are satisfied:

(1) The means for verifying the false alarm immediately reports the false alarm verification to a remote monitoring
station.

(2) The false alarm verification process does not exceed 90 seconds.
(3) The means for verifying the false alarm is clearly marked as such on the fire alarm system control unit, and is of a

self-restoring (momentary operation) type.
This comment is related to the other proposals (72-463 log#212; 72-477 log#222; 72-553 log# 224;

72-558 log#225) but provides a related provision for fire alarm system control equipment that includes a false alarm
verification feature for fire alarm system users. Minimizing or eliminating false or unwanted alarms is important to
reducing the misallocation of fire service equipment and personnel. These issues are currently being addressed by the
International Association of Fire Chiefs (IAFC), the NFPA, and other public safety entities. See IAFC position statement
on Eliminating Unwanted and nuisance fire alarm activations at
http://www.iafc.org/associations/4685/files/IAFCposition_EliminatingUnwantedandNuisanceFireAlarmActivations.pdf;
and the NFPA Journal, July/August 2011, "Unwanted Alarms: False, No-Hazard, Unwanted," pp. 52-57.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-396     Log #316  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Louis T. Fiore, L. T. Fiore, Inc.

72-548
Add text to read as follows:

29.7.6.6 (2) Distinctive alarm signals shall be used so that the fire alarm can be distinguished from other functions,
such as burglar alarms. The use of a common-sounding appliance for fire and burglar alarms shall be permitted where
distinctive signals are used. The use of distinctive voice signals indicating the type of alarm shall be permitted. When a
voice message is used, the voice message shall precede and alternate with two cycles of the audible emergency
evacuation signal.

At the ROP, the TC suggests that use of voice signaling is already permitted in Section 29.3.5.2.
However, the method suggested there does not give the residents proper notification. Evidence with be presented at the
ROC meeting that suggests a modification whereby the voice signal proceeds two cycles of the audible emergency
evacuation signal. This has been proven to be more affective to awaken residents, especially children, rather than the
conventional, commercial sound patterns. If accepted by the TC, it is suggested that the TC either inserts this comment
into 29.7.6.6 (2), modifies 29.3.5.2.(b) to correlate with this comment, or does both.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-397     Log #318  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Louis T. Fiore, L. T. Fiore, Inc.

72-548a
Delete added text and restore original text as follows:

A.29.7.6.7 Such input and output devices include, but are not limited to, relay modules, notification appliances, phone
dialers, security system control units, heat detectors, and manual fire alarm boxes.

Delete added text:
29.7.6.7.1 Single- or multiple station smoke alarms are permitted to be connected system control equipment

referenced in section 29.7.5.7.
29.7.6.7.2 The actuation of a single- or multiple station smoke alarm shall initiate a supervisory signal at the system

control equipment referenced in section 29.7.5.7.
Single and multiple station smoke alarms are often the only fire alarm initiation devices installed within

a residence. Permitting only a supervisory signal to annunciate at the central station would likely greatly delay or prevent
notification of the fire department altogether. Residents often rely on household fire alarm systems to notify the fire
department automatically in case they are absent or otherwise unable to contact the fire department directly. The
proposal would effectively requiring household fire alarm systems to provide smoke detectors to replace or supplement
existing single and multiple station smoke alarms, which would increase the cost to the owner/occupant to provide
automatic fire department notification. The life safety benefit provided by allowing only a supervisory signal has not been
demonstrated to exceed the potential cost increase. This proposal could seriously impact life safety and property
protection by forcing consumers to forego automatic notification due to cost concerns.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-398     Log #72  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Correlating Committee on Signaling Systems for the Protection of Life and Property,

72-548a
The TCC makes reference to 29.7.6.7.2 in the recommendation and advises that the proposed

change creates a potential conflict with 23.8.3.5 and the action on Proposal 72-303a.  Where smoke alarms are
connected to a protected premises control unit and listed for that control unit, the proposed text implies that an alarm
signal would be permitted.  The TCC directs the committee to reconsider the action on this proposal to correlate with the
noted provisions in Chapter 23.

This is a direction from the Technical Correlating Committee on Signaling Systems for the Protection
of Life and Property in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-399     Log #185  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Scott Adams,

72-548a
Delete the proposed text.

We agree with the negative of the committee members. How can you have a fire alarm signal not
transmit a fire signal to the central station? This is counter to all fire protection thoughts since the beginning of time. The
listing/non listed.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-400     Log #186  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Scott Adams,

72-548a
Add new text to read as follows:

Where household fire alarm systems are connected to system control equipment they shall also comply with 23.8.3.
The proposed wording clarifies we believe what was trying to accomplish with the proposal. The

reference to 23.8.3 aids the user of household systems in the interconnection requirements found elsewhere in the
code.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-401     Log #402  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Richard M. Simpson, Vector Security Inc.

72-548a
Reject original proposal and add new text to read as follows:.

29.7.6.7.1 Single- or multiple station smoke alarms are permitted to be connected system to control equipment
referenced in section 29.7.5.7.
29.7.6.7.2 The actuation of a single- or multiple station smoke alarm shall initiate a supervisory signal at the system
control equipment referenced in section 29.7.5.7.

Section 23.8.3 addresses household fire alarm system. A smoke alarm is defined in section 3.3.251 as
responsive to smoke. A fire alarm signal in section 3.3.240.4 is defined as a signal initiated by a fire alarm initiating
device such as automatic fire detector or other device in which activation is indicative of the presence of fire or fire
signature.
Table 14.4.2.2. #3 Single and multiple station smoke alarms connected to protected premises  systems method of
testing is a functional test is to put the smoke alarm into an alarm condition and verify the activation of a supervisory
signal  however the a smoke in alarm will activate a sound of fire warning. How can we activate a sound of danger within
the protected premise then issue a maintenance sound at the protected premise system?
Smoke alarm and Smoke detectors when connected a to a household fire system and activated will annunciate an
sound of evacuation. The majority of all installed household fire alarm systems report to supervising station. A report of
supervisory is handled differently than a fire alarm signal at the supervising station. Consumers may not be aware that
fire response will not respond on a maintenance signal like supervisory. This code conflict may inadvertently put the
consumer at odds with their insurance provider in the event of claim and non-response due to consumer’s confusion on
the monitoring station’s response.
If 72 is a signaling code and smoke alarms issue a sound of warning then transmission to off site monitoring must be
consistent with the performance within premise.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-402     Log #296  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Howard Sanders, Electronic Security Association

72-548a
Reject original proposal as follows:

29.7.6.7.1 Single- or multiple station smoke alarms are permitted to be connected system control equipment
referenced in section 29.7.5.7.

29.7.6.7.2 The actuation of a single- or multiple station smoke alarm shall initiate a supervisory signal at the system
control equipment referenced in section 29.7.5.7.

Section 23.8.3 addresses household fire alarm system. A smoke alarm is defined in section 3.3.251 as
responsive to smoke. A fire alarm signal in section 3.3.240.4 is defined as a signal initiated by a fire alarm initiating
device such as automatic fire detector or other device in which activation is indicative of the presence of fire or fire
signature.

Table 14.4.2.2. #3 Single and multiple station smoke alarms connected to protected premises  systems method of
testing is a functional test is to put the smoke alarm into an alarm condition and verify the activation of a supervisory
signal  however the a smoke in alarm will activate a sound of fire warning. How can we activate a sound of danger within
the protected premise then issue a maintenance sound at the protected premise system?
Smoke alarm and Smoke detectors when connected to a household fire system and activated will annunciate a sound of
an evacuation. The majority of all installed household fire alarm systems report to supervising station. A report of
supervisory is handled differently than a fire alarm signal at the supervising station. Consumers may not be aware that
fire response will not respond on a maintenance signal like supervisory. This code conflict may inadvertently put the
consumer at odds with their insurance provider in the event of claim and non-response due to consumer’s confusion on
the monitoring station’s response.

If 72 is a signaling code and smoke alarms issue a sound of warning then transmission to off site monitoring must be
consistent with the performance within premise.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-403     Log #142  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Vince Baclawski, National Electrical Manufacturers Association (NEMA)

72-548a
Add text to read as follows:

29.7.6.7.1 Single- or multiple station smoke alarms are permitted to be connected system control equipment
referenced in section 29.7.5.7.
29.7.6.7.2 The actuation of a single- or multiple station smoke alarm shall initiate a supervisory signal at the system
control equipment referenced in section 29.7.5.7

Proposal 72-548a as accepted in principal is now in conflict with 72-303a. NEMA agrees with the
comments of NFPA 72’s TCC.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-404     Log #371  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Thomas F. Norton, Norel Service Company, Inc.

72-548a
Add new text to read as follows:

Where required by other governing laws, codes standards, or the authority having jurisdiction, or by other parts of this
code, a listed sprinkler water flow switch and &listed valve tamper switch  shall be installed and connected to the
multiple-station alarms or household fire alarm system to activate an alarm signal.

As requirements for residential sprinklers are being adopted, code officials are unsure on how to
monitor such systems, and in the case of a sprinkler activation, alert the occupants.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-405     Log #370  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Thomas F. Norton, Norel Service Company, Inc.

72-548a
Add new text to read as follows:

When additional supplementary alerting devices are required for individuals with disabilities (i.e. bed shaker, flashing
light, ect.) a listed output relay shall be installed and connected to the multiple-station alarms for proper activation of
these devices.

As the number of “Community Residences” for those with disabilities increases, a large number are
being protected by only Multiple-station alarms and not a central control panel. In order to alert these individuals,
supplementary devices are often used, and it is imperative that the interconnections be with listed devices.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-406     Log #15  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Jon Woodard, Seward, AK

72-550
Revise text to read as follows:

Where a digital alarm communicator transmitter (DACT) is used, the DACT serving the protected premises shall only
require a single telephone line and shall only require a call to a single digital alarm communicator transmitter receiver
(DACR) number.

To correct an apparent typograpphical error in the printed version of the National Fire Alarm and
Signaling Code, 2010 ed. page 72-158. The correct term should be "digital alarm communicator receiver" which
matched the existing acronym "DACR."
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-407     Log #400  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Richard M. Simpson, Vector Security Inc.

72-550
Revise text to read as follows:

Where a communication or transmission means other than DACT is used, only a single communication
technology and path is required to serve the protected premise.  Failure of the communication path referenced in
29.7.8.1.3 shall be annunciated at the constantly attended remote monitoring location and at the protected premises
within not more than 30 7 days of the failure.

Transmission means other than dacts can report more frequently without disruption to the premise
owner. Internet reporting should have different performance requirements than a dact and the signal should report a
weekly event and send a restoral if back to normal. 30 days is an eternity in the internet service. The committee needs
to evaluate all types of alarm communications available and develop performance based guidelines that best serve the
consumer.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-408     Log #306  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Jon Woodard, Seward, AK

72-558, 72-553, 72-477
Add new text to read as follows:

The verification of alarm signals may include a false alarm verification feature located at the fire alarm system control
unit at the protected premises for a user to send a false alarm verification to the remote monitoring station.

Provides a provision related to 29.7.8.2, for a user-initiated false alarm verification feature. Minimizing
or eliminating false or unwanted alarms is important to reducing the misallocation of fire service equipment and
personnel. These issues are currently being addressed by the International Association of Fire Chiefs, the NFPA, and
other public safety entities.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-409     Log #297  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Howard Sanders, Electronic Security Association

72-558
Reject original proposal and delete the following:

29.7.8.4 The use of a keypad gfire alarmh button shall be prohibited to transmit a signal to a supervising station.
Manual activation serves 2 purposes, the first is to activate an evacuation signal for all occupants and

then transmit a signal to the supervising station. The original proposal did not substantiate why this should not transmit a
signal. In researching within the alarm industry there appears to be a conflict of data. Some systems complied with a UL
Standard CP-01 that required all keypads buttons to require double actions. Some manufactures continued to offer
solutions that didn’t comply with UL CP-01. Systems complying with CP-01 are designed to reduce false activations.
Typically the consumer must press 2 buttons simultaneously to activate. Other systems require the consumer to press
one button to open up a second screen then press the button to activate after the being prompted by the system’s voice.

Older styled system seem more prone to false triggers due to manufactures design.
Systems with fire button keypad buttons shall comply with CP-01 .
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-410     Log #401  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Richard M. Simpson, Vector Security Inc.

72-558
Reject original proposal and add new text as follows:.

29.7.8.4 The use of a keypad gfire alarmh button shall be prohibited to transmit a signal to a supervising station.
29.7.8.4 The use of a Keypad fire alarm button shall conform to the requirments of UL-CP01 requirements in all systems
effective 1/01/2012

Residential Household Fire Alarm Systems shall met the requirements of CP-01. CP -01 was developed
to reduce false burglary alarm activity and all keypad alarm require a double action sequence to activate the fire alarm
warning signal.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-411     Log #170  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Thomas P. Hammerberg, Automatic Fire Alarm Association

72-558a
Reconsider and accept Proposal 72-558a.

By rejecting this proposal, a conflict with the requirements of Chapter 17 exists.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-412     Log #299  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Wendy B. Gifford, Consultant

72-560
Add new text to read as follows:

In the absence of a robust UL nuisance resistance standard, installation requirements are specifying
technology instead of actual performance.  When a product can present independent testing validating performance, it
should be eligible for installation, since this will reduce nuisance alarms in the near term.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-413     Log #143  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Vince Baclawski, National Electrical Manufacturers Association (NEMA)

72-558a
Replace text to 29.8.3.4(6) with the following: 29.8.3.4

(6) Smoke alarms and smoke detectors shall not be installed within a 36 in. (910 mm) horizontal path from the supply
registers of a forced air heating or cooling system and shall be installed outside of the direct airflow from those registers
* In spaces served by air-handling systems, detectors shall not be located where airflow prevents operation of the
detectors.

A. 29.8.3.4(6) Detectors should not be located in a direct airflow or closer than 36 in. (910 mm) from an air supply
diffuser or return air opening. Supply or return sources larger than those commonly found in residential and small
commercial establishments can require greater clearance to smoke detectors. Similarly, smoke detectors should be
located farther away from high velocity air supplies.

The original proposal should have been accepted. The proposal seemed to have sought to improve
the functionality of the system while reducing unwanted alarms. The cost would be zero for systems to implement.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-414     Log #405  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Lynn Nielson, City of Henderson

72-564
Accept the proposal and add text to read as follows:

Smoke alarms installed on or before July 1, 2018 smoke
alarms shall be provided with a standard universal mounting plate and wiring adapter.

Extending the implementation date for this requirement to 2018 provides time for manufacturers to
incorporate this into their next generation technologies. Nothing in this requirement requires the use of three wire
technologies only. Intelligent two wire devices could use the same universal adaptor. Current wiring methods also allow
the interconnection of potentially incompatible devices. Using a universal adapter would not increase this potential.
Standardizing the mounting requirements and wiring adapter used for smoke alarms will make it easier for owner to
replace them every 10 years. Currently smoke alarm mounting and wiring configurations vary significantly. When the
time comes to replace them the owner cannot simply remove the old smoke alarm and replace it with a new one without
normally making adjustments to the mounting or wiring. A standardized smoke alarm mounting base and integral wiring
adapter that an owner could easily manipulate may lead to more smoke alarms being replaced when it’s time to do so.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-415     Log #80  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Correlating Committee on Signaling Systems for the Protection of Life and Property,

72-564a
The TCC makes reference to 29.10 and the words “Chapter 14 of 29.10.1 to 29.10.2,” notes that “of”

is an editorial error and should be “or,” and advises that all testing and maintenance requirement belong in Chapter 14.
The TCC directs the committee to reconsider the action on this proposal.

This is a direction from the Technical Correlating Committee on Signaling Systems for the Protection
of Life and Property in accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-416     Log #310  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Jon Woodard, Seward, AK

-
Add new text to read as follows:

Wireless E911 and Next-Generation 911 ("NG911") technologies allow communications centers (i.e. public safety
answering points) to receive 911 emergency calls from standard wireless phones and smart phone to determine the
geographic location and receive emergency text/date messages from such devices. The U.S. Congress and the Federal
Communications Commission ("FCC") recognized the efficacy of NG911 technology for helping hearing impaired
persons contact communications centers, and recognize the efficacy of NG911 technology for helping hearing impaired
persons contact communications centers, and recognize the same for other wireless 911-enabled alarm devices.

The FCC announced its "Framework for Next-Generation 911 Deployment," (76 FR 2297; FCC 10-200; 2011, January
13) with the goal of revising regulation 47 C.F.R. §20, "to enable the public to obtain [911] emergency assistance by
means of advanced communications technologies beyond traditional voice-centric devices." Therein is discussed
NG911 systems and devices, including the application of telemetry for relaying sensor data to a communications center.
The FCC identified specialized NG911 aplications including device-initiated services for emergency communications,
that envision a range of "automatically triggered devices" that could communicate directly with a communications center
including sensors (above), alarms, personal medical devices and telematics.

NG911 is rapidly proliferating technology that is changing 911 emergency reporting in the U.S.
Wireless 911-enabled smoke alarm devices have advantages in fire incidents, and overcome many existing
shortcomings of conventional smoke alarms. In many cases, building occupants calling 911 reporting a fire emergency
use either a conventional landline or cellular telephone. But often these telephones are located inside the dangerous
area that the occupant is attempting to evacuate. The main drawback is that an occupant who is attempting to use a
telephone, dialing 911, and waiting for a call connection, and verbally articulating the nature of the emergency and other
detailed information to a communications center dispatcher can increase the chances of injury and waste critical
evacuation and emergency response time. Moreover, vulnerable or high risk occupants may be substantially limited in
hearing an alarm sound, or in their ability to quickly locate a telephone, dial 911, and effectively communicate with a
communications center dispatcher during a life threatening fire emergency.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-418     Log #146  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Thomas P. Hammerberg, Automatic Fire Alarm Association

72-13
In A.3.3.141, change text as follows:

(3) Change “b hours” to 4 hours
(4) Change “M hours” to 8 hours

It appears there was a typo in the original proposal. This comment will fix the language.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-421     Log #273  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Howard Sanders, Electronic Security Association

72-13
Typographical error show “b” hours of standby.

Typographical error show “M” hours of standby.
These typos need to be corrected prior to final approval.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-453     Log #206  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Tim Shaffer, SafeAwake, LLC

72-536a
Revise text to read as follows:

For increased protection in sleeping areas, consideration should be given to augmenting the level of
protection with tactile notification in accordance with 18.10 and low frequency protection in accordance with 18.4.5 as
both have been shown to be an effective means of awakening those who have normal hearing, as well as those with
varying levels of hearing loss.

If the committee does indeed limit the application of tactile and low frequency to only ADA or other
standard compliant rooms, it should recommend the use of tactile and low frequency for everyone even if not specifically
required as both low frequency and tactile signals have been shown to be more effective than 3100 Hz alarms for not
only those who are hearing impaired, but those with normal hearing as well (CSE NIH report, 2005; Ashley et al.,
SUPDET 2005; Bruck and Thomas, 2009; Bruck, Thomas, and Ball, NFPA RF report, 2007).

Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-454     Log #406  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Lynn Nielson, City of Henderson

72-541
Add annex material to A.29.5.1.1 to read as follows:

A.29.5.1.1 Installers should consider the use of dual sensor photo/ion smoke alarms in all instances except near
kitchens where photo type smoke alarms should be installed. Dual sensor photoelectric and ionization detection has
been shown to provide a means to sense flaming and smoldering fires as quick as possible increasing the safe time
available to egress. Allowing single sensor type near kitchen minimizes activation to a nuisance sources.

Dual sensor photoelectric and ionization detection will provide a means to sense flaming and
smoldering fires as quick as possible increasing the safe time available to egress. Allowing single sensor type near
kitchen minimizes activation to a nuisance sources.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
72-455     Log #307  SIG-HOU

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Jon Woodard, Seward, AK

-
Add new text to read as follows:

In 29.9(I), the optional function of fire-warning equipment that directly notifies a fire department or communication
center of a fire alarm should include a process to minimize the report of false or unwanted alarms that does not exceed
90 seconds.

Direct notification to a fire department or a communication center without an intermediate supervising
station or remote monitoring location should require a false alarm verification means for residential smoke or heat alarm
or fire alarm system users. Minimizing or eliminating false or unwanted alarms is vital to reducing the misallocation of
fire service equipment and personnel.
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