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Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 25
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-1     Log #10

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
J. William Sheppard, Sheppard & Associates, LLC

25-7
Existing scope statement should remain as written in 2011 document.

See negative ballot statements regarding the need to keep the scope as written, and delete
paragraphs 4.1.5 and 4.1.6.  NFPA 25 is an ITM document, not a design document. The proposed scope statement
relates to ITM and Design, and this was never the intent of this document from its beginning.

The scope of the standard is to address maintenance of existing systems. There are triggers in
NFPA 25 that require the evaluation and the scope should address this. This document is distributed when new systems
are completed in accordance with NFPA installation standards. NFPA 25 provides guidance to owner as well as service
provider.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-2     Log #128

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joshua Elvove, U.S. General Services Administration

25-7
Reject ROP 25-7and retain existing language in 1.1 (though it’s ok to continue to delete text

pertaining to “land-based and marine applications”).
NFPA 25 was and continues to be a document that is only aimed to ensure that “inspectors” are used

to verify that an existing system is inspected, tested and maintained. It offers no assurance that the system as designed
or installed, even after a satisfactory inspection, test or maintenance of the system has been conducted because the
“inspector” is precluded from validating the system complies with design or installation criteria because of
industry-imposed liability issues. The classic example is the case where an “inspector” is not required (and specifically
told not) to identify where sprinklers are missing because he/she is not properly trained or may not understand whether
there is/was a deliberate attempt to leave an area unprotected. As such, it offers the owner no guarantee the system will
perform as intended (i.e., a well maintained system can still fail in a fire). Given this, there needs to be another
document developed by a committee with a different composition that has the owner’s interest, not the “inspector’s”
interest, at stake. The first step to achieve this is to remove any language within the scope of NFPA 25 implying that the
document intends to address design and installation (i.e., delete “and actions to undertake when changes in occupancy,
use, process, materials, hazard, or water supply that potentially impact the performance of the water based system are
planned or identified.”). The second step is to remove sections 4.1.5 and 4.1.6. Then, the Standards Council should
commission a project that addresses the requirements for identifying and correcting design and installation issues,
which can point to NFPA 25 as a reference for the inspection, testing and maintenance component, so that ultimately,
the owner knows he/she has the system that he/she expects (i.e., one that controls and or extinguishes a fire to limit
his/her losses to those design and/or performance objectives originally prescribed).

The scope of the standard is to address maintenance of existing systems. There are triggers in
NFPA 25 that require the evaluation and the scope should address this. This document is distributed when new systems
are completed in accordance with NFPA installation standards. NFPA 25 provides guidance to owner as well as service
provider.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-3     Log #15

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
J. William Sheppard, Sheppard & Associates, LLC

25-8
Proposal as submitted should be accepted.

Agree with submitter’s substantiation and ballot comments, as well as ballot comments relative to
change in scope, see my comments re: 25-7 (Log #CP13).

The scope of the standard is to address maintenance of existing systems. There are triggers in
NFPA 25 that require the evaluation and the scope should address this. This document is distributed when new systems
are completed in accordance with NFPA installation standards. NFPA 25 provides guidance to owner as well as service
provider.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-4     Log #129

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joshua Elvove, U.S. General Services Administration

25-8
Accept ROP 25-8 that revises 1.1.3.1 as follows:

1.1.3.1* This standard does not require the inspector to verify the adequacy of the design of the system.
A.1.1.3.1 The requirement to evaluate the adequacy of the design of the installed system as indicated in 4.1.5 and

4.1.6 is not typically a part of the periodic inspection, testing, and maintenance of a water based fire protection system
requirements of this standard. However, such evaluation can be added is the responsibility of if the property owner or
designated representative clearly states this intent in writing as indicated in 4.1.5 and 4.1.6.

If the scope of NFPA 25 continues to address changes in occupancy, use, process or materials or
hazards (because they are unwilling to remove sections 4.1.5 and 4.1.6 from the standard), then the proposed change is
warranted. I don’t understand why this committee continues to be unwilling to make any compromises with owners (who
pay for their services, thanks to the fact that these requirements are mandated by local jurisdictions) and allow them to
use an “inspector” to identify other issues besides “normal” inspection, testing and maintenance items. The committee
statements say this, but the committee won’t let language be revised that makes this more clear. Putting the term
“inspector” as was done last cycle was completely inappropriate as this standard has no right to dictate what an
“inspector” does or does not do, and what the owner can or cannot do.

The scope of the standard is to address maintenance of existing systems. There are triggers in
NFPA 25 that require the evaluation and the scope should address this. This document is distributed when new systems
are completed in accordance with NFPA installation standards. NFPA 25 provides guidance to owner as well as service
provider.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-5     Log #117

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

259-10
Revise section 1.1.5 as shown below and then add new sections 1.1.6 and 5.6 as shown:

1.1.5 This standard shall not apply to sprinkler systems designed, installed, and maintained in accordance with NFPA
13D, Standard for the Installation of Sprinkler Systems in One- and Two- Family Dwellings and Manufactured Homes
except where required by Section 1.1.6.
1.1.6 Section 5.6 of this standard shall apply to sprinkler systems in Board and Care facilities as defined by NFPA 101
with sprinklers systems designed, installed, and maintained in accordance with NFPA 13D.
5.6 Board and Care Facilities with NFPA 13D Systems
5.6.1* Board and Care Facilities with NFPA 13D system protection shall only be required to meet the requirements of
this chapter and the applicable portions of Chapter 4.
5.6.2 Inspection Requirements
5.6.2.1 Control valves shall be inspected monthly in accordance with 13.3.2.
5.6.2.2 Gages shall be inspected monthly to verify that they are in good condition and that normal pressure is being
maintained.
5.6.2.3 Alarm devices shall be inspected quarterly to verify that they are free from physical damage.
5.6.2.4 Sprinklers visible from floor level shall be inspected annually in accordance with 5.2.1.
5.6.2.5 Pipe visible from floor level shall be inspected annually in accordance with 5.2.2.
5.6.2.6 Pipe hangers visible from floor level shall be inspected annually in accordance with 5.2.3.
5.6.2.7 Dry-pipe systems that extend into unheated portions of the building shall be inspected in accordance with 13.4.4.
5.6.3 Testing Requirements
5.6.3.1 Alarm devices shall be tested semiannually in accordance with 5.3.3.
5.6.3.2 A representative sample of fast response sprinklers shall be tested once the sprinklers in the system are 20
years old in accordance with 5.3.1.1.1.3. If any sprinkler in the sample fails the test, all of the sprinklers represented by
that sample shall be replaced. If the sprinklers pass the test, the test shall be repeated every 10 years thereafter.
5.6.3.3 A representative sample of dry-type sprinklers shall be tested once the sprinklers in the system are 10 years old
in accordance with 5.3.1.1.1.6. If any sprinkler in the sample fails the test, all of the sprinklers represented by that
sample shall be replaced. If the sprinklers pass the test, the test shall be repeated every 10 years thereafter.
5.6.3.4 Antifreeze solutions shall be tested in accordance with 5.3.4.
5.6.3.5 Dry-pipe systems that extend into the unheated portions of the building shall be tested in accordance with
13.4.4.
5.6.4 Maintenance Requirements
5.6.4.1 Control valves shall be operated through their full range and returned to normal annually.
5.6.4.2* Operating stems of OS&Y valves shall be lubricated annually.
5.6.4.3 Dry-pipe systems that extend into the unheated portions of the building shall be maintained in accordance with
13.4.4.
A.5.6.1 The intent of NFPA 25 is not to require all of the rules of all of the chapters of NFPA 25 to be used in the small
NFPA 13D systems installed in Board and Care Facilities. Instead, just a few of the inspection, testing, and maintenance
rules need to be followed. Where other sections of NFPA 25 are referenced, the intent is to use these sections for
procedural information and pass/fail criteria, not to have the frequencies or other requirements of these sections applied
to NFPA 13D sprinkler systems.
The presence of this section in no way implies that NFPA 13D systems in single-family dwellings or two-family dwellings
need to be inspected, tested or maintained in accordance with NFPA 25. Instead, this section creates some special
inspection, testing and maintenance requirements for situations where Board and Care Facilities have used NFPA 13D
because these occupancies need more formal procedures for maintaining their systems. This chapter only applies to
Board and Care Facilities.

A.5.6.4.2 It is a good idea to lubricate the valve in accordance with this section first, then close the valve all the way and
open it again as required by section 16.4.1. This way, the lubricant gets distributed with a minimum amount of time and
effort.

The committee was correct in its statement in the ROP that this language contains occupancy specific
language.  That is unavoidable in this circumstance.  The Life Safety Code® and many building codes allow NFPA 13D

3Printed on  11/5/2012



Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 25
to be used outside of its scope to protect Board and Care facilities.  The residents of these facilities need additional
protection beyond those of one- and two-family dwellings and the expectation of care would demand that these facilities
have their sprinkler systems properly inspected, tested   and maintained.
Proposals have been made to the applicable building codes to add these inspection, testing and maintenance

requirements (as suggested by the committee in their Committee Statement in the ROP), but these proposals have
been rejected since inspection, testing and maintenance is beyond the scope of those codes.  It is true that for a few
cycles, these rules have been in NFPA 101 (see section 32.2.3.5.8), but these rules do not belong in NFPA 101 and
they are awkward to use.  The sections in NFPA 101 refer back to specific sections in NFPA 25, but when the user goes
to NFPA 25 to read the rules, they find that NFPA 25 does not apply to NFPA 13D systems and that sets up a legal
problem where NFPA 101 is referencing NFPA 25 outside of its scope.
When you read through section 1.1 and all of its subsections, it becomes clear that the scope of NFPA 25 applies to the
inspection, testing and maintenance of all sprinkler systems except for those sprinkler systems in one- and two-family
homes.  Since Board and Care facilities are not one- or two-family homes, the inspection, testing and maintenance
requirements correctly belong in NFPA 25.  Without these requirements, residents of these facilities will not be getting
the proper protection from their sprinkler systems.
One of the suggestions to solve this problem has been to just put a section in Chapter 1 that says that all of NFPA 25

applies to NFPA 13D systems in Board and Care facilities.  But we are opposed to this approach because there are only
15 items that need to be performed and three of those are only for dry-pipe systems, which are extremely rare in these
occupancies.  Rather than have the operators of these facilities search through 120 pages of material, 98% of which
does not apply to them, it makes more sense to consolidate the rules into one simple to read section of the standard.  In
the ROP, we tried a simple chapter at the end of the book.  Since the committee did not find that acceptable, we are
suggestion a single section at the end of the sprinkler chapter.
We cannot continue to ignore the fact that Board and Care facilities have NFPA 13D fire sprinkler systems installed in

them.  Technically, NFPA 25 allows those systems to exist without any periodic inspection, testing and maintenance
requirements.  This position is wrong and needs to be corrected.  The official NFPA standard for inspection, testing and
maintaining fire sprinkler systems should be complete and should include the minimal requirements for taking care of
the sprinkler systems in Board and Care facilities, even if these sprinkler systems are installed in accordance with NFPA
13D.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-162 (Log #CC3) which handles this concept in a new
chapter.

4Printed on  11/5/2012



Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 25
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-6     Log #130

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joshua Elvove, U.S. General Services Administration

25-11
Accept ROP 25-11 as modified such that 1.21 & A1.2 are revised as follows:

1.2* Purpose
1.2.1 The purpose of this document is to provide minimum requirements that ensure a reasonable degree of protection

for life and property from fire through minimum for inspection, testing, and maintenance methods for water-based fire
protection systems.
A.1.2 History has shown that the performance r Reliability of a water-based fire protection system under fire-related

conditions increases where a comprehensive inspection, testing, and maintenance program is in place. procedures are
enforced. Diligence during an inspection is important. The inspection, testing, and maintenance of some items in the
standard might not be practical or possible, depending on existing conditions. The inspector should use good judgment
when making inspections. However, this standard does not address some common failure modes that are known for
water based systems.

There is absolutely no assurance or even a reasonable degree of assurance (subjective) that a system
that undergoes an inspection, test and maintenance in accordance with this standard will meet the owner’s intent (i.e.,
either control or extinguish a fire) since an “inspector” is specifically excluded from evaluating existing design and
installation issues. As such, the language in 1.2.1 needs to be revised. This purpose statement as revised is an accurate
depiction of what this document can assure (that minimum requirements for inspection, testing and maintenance for
water based systems are outlayed). The annex needs to be revised to delete superfluous language about diligence and
the use of good judgment, as well as delete language alleging that the only reason that an inspection, testing and
maintenance program is successful is because it is enforced. In addition, the annex needs to be revised so it accurately
reflects that it does not address other common modes of failure that have been documented by NFPA.

The scope of the standard is to address maintenance of existing systems. There are triggers in
NFPA 25 that require the evaluation and the scope should address this. The intent of conducting an ITM program is to
assure a reasonable degree of protection.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-7     Log #11

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
J. William Sheppard, Sheppard & Associates, LLC

25-11
Accept submitter’s proposal and substantiation as presented; see ballot comments in support of

submitter.
Submitter has presented appropriate wording for purpose in support of the current wording for scope

as presented in 2011 edition of document.
Agree with ballot comments in support of submitter.

The scope of the standard is to address maintenance of existing systems. There are triggers in
NFPA 25 that require the evaluation and the scope should address this. The intent of conducting an ITM program is to
assure a reasonable degree of protection.

5Printed on  11/5/2012



Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 25
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-8     Log #3

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Steve Leyton, Protection Design & Consulting

25-2
Include the following standard in the list of referenced NFPA publications:

NFPA 291, Recommended Practice For Flow Testing and Marking of Hydrants, 2013 Edition
NFPA 25 Chapter 7 prescribes regular inspection and flow testing of hydrants, the good practices for

which are recommended in NFPA 291. Additionally, NFPA 25 includes prescriptive requirements for flow testing of fire
hydrants, standpipes and fire pumps, all of which may utilize the pitot pressure-to-flow-rate conversion formula and
theoretical discharge values referenced in NFPA 291.

Manual of Style only permits a reference where the standard is cited in the body of the
standard.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-9     Log #CC13

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Systems,

25-13
Also add 3.X.X:

3 years – Once every 36 months, with a minimum of 30 months and a maximum of 40 months.
5 years – Once every 60 months with a minimum of 54 months and a maximum of 66 months.
A.3.X.X
The frequencies in NFPA 25 are intended to establish an optimal time between tasks that are required by this document.
When scheduling conflicts or other conditions do not allow the tasks to be performed on a strict calendar schedule, it is
important that the required task frequencies be identified and complied with according to the variances described in the
frequency definitions.  When the required task frequencies have not been followed, it shall be noted on the inspection
report, the task should be performed and the task frequencies should be followed for all future tasks.  The variances
should not be used to “skip” tasks or to perform fewer tasks than that called for in this document.

Site conditions often require flexibility to meet the frequencies in the standard. An example would be
winter conditions that may prevent tests where water is being flowed outdoors.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-10     Log #97

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Thomas J. Parrish, Telgian Corporation

25-13
Add new text as follows:

Daily - Occurring Every Day
Weekly - Occurring Every Week
Monthly - Occurring Every Month
Quarterly - Occurring Every 3 Months
Biannual - Occurring Every 6 Months
Annual - Occurring Every 12 Months
Semi-annual - Occurring Every 24 Months
3 Years - Occurring Every 36 Months
5 Years
Replace with The NFPA 72 Definitions of Frequency
Frequency. Minimum and maximum time between events (SIG-TMS).

Number as applicable.
The TC should reconsider this issue. There is a need for definitions regarding frequencies.  NFPA 25

should adopt the NFPA 72 definitions to establish some continuity between the two documents as the definitions could
impact inspection and testing activities that both require. The intent of the inspection and testing required by both
documents is to ensure that the systems will operate properly when they are needed. The time periods as defined and
proposed would help space out the inspections to meet the intent of the code. For example an inspection could be
completed on March 25th for the first quarter and April 2nd for the second quarter as they are not presently defined with a
period of separation as designated in the proposed definitions. This example is real world and it does not meet the spirit
of the requirement although it could be interpreted to meet the current requirement.

Revised proposed language as follows:
Daily - Occurring Every Day
Frequency. Minimum and maximum time between events

Fifty-two times per year
Twelve times per year,

The language was changed to  make the weekly and monthly requirements easier apply. It is
not the intent that where a weekly ITM event is missed to conduct two tests the following week.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-11     Log #91

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Michael A. Anthony, University of Michigan / Rep. APPA.ORG - Leadership in Education/Association of

Education Facility Executives
25-63

Add to the following definition to Section 3.3.X:
Qualified Person. One who has skill and knowledge related to the construction and operation of water-based fire
protection systems and has received training acceptable to the Authority Having Jurisdiction

The lack of a definition of “qualified person” is causing difficulty in the development of this document.
The difficulty can be seen in Proposal 25-63 but also in proposals 25-8, 25-49, 25-53 and others.  The definition above
is adapted from the National Electrical Code and we suggest the committee use this definition as a starting point.  We
recognize that, from a procedural standpoint, this comment introduces new material and is likely to be put on HOLD until
the next revision cycle.  However, getting this concept discussed sooner (rather than later) will help Owners scale their
labor resources in a more informed and cost-effective way in the future so that occupants can be assured of optimal
safety.

The proposed term "qualified person" is not used in the standard and "qualified" is already
defined.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-12     Log #95

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Alan H. Sactor, University of Maryland

25-63
Add the following definition to Section 3.3.X:

Qualified Person. One who has skill and knowledge related to the construction and operation of water-based fire
protection systems has received training acceptable to the Authority Having Jurisdiction

The lack of a definition of "qualified person" is causing difficulty in the development of this document.
The difficulty can be seen in Proposal 25-63 but also in proposals 25-8, 25-49, 25-53 and others.
The definition above is adapted from the National Electrical Code and we suggest the committee use this definition as a
starting point. We recognize that, from a procedural standpoint, this comment introduces new material and is likely to be
put on HOLD until the next revision cycle. However, getting this concept discussed sooner (rather than later) will help
Owners scale their labor resources in a more informed and cost-effective way in the future so that occupants can be
assured of optimal safety.

The proposed term "qualified person" is not used in the standard and "qualified" is already
defined.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-13     Log #27

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Larry Keeping, Professional Loss Control

25-17
Delete the proposed definition for a Waterflow Alarm Device:

Waterflow Alarm Device An attachment to the sprinkler system that detects a predetermined water flow and
is connected to a fire alarm system to initiate an alarm condition or is used to mechanically or electrically initiate a fire
pump or local audible or visual alarm.

The proposed definition is too limited and it contains errors:
- Waterflow alarm devices are not exclusive to sprinkler systems, they are also used on standpipe systems, water mist

systems and other water-based fire protection systems as well.
- They do not necessarily connect to fire alarm systems, sometimes they only activate local alarms. Indeed not all

waterflow alarm devices are electric. A water motor gong is a waterflow alarm device too.
- Waterflow alarm devices are seldom used, either mechanically or electrically, to initiate fire pumps. Fire pumps are

usually started with a drop in pressure.
For the purposes of NFPA 25, the proposed definition is totally inappropriate.

Revise definition to read as follows:

The revised definition more clearly defines the function of the device, without referring to
examples of what the device initiates.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-14     Log #98

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-19
Put Sections 3.3.4.1 and 3.3.4.2 (the definitions of critical and noncritical deficiency) back into the

body of the standard.
It is important to maintain these definitions in the body of the standard to maintain the distinction

between the severities of deficiencies.  AHJs need to be able to set a different priority on system repair and fire
departments need to be able to know if a deficiency in the system will effect system operation.

See Technical Committee Action on Comments 25-15 (Log #166) and 25-17 (Log #167).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-15     Log #166

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-19
Reject proposal 25-19 and revise the definition of Critical Deficiency as follows:

A deficiency that, if not corrected, can have an effect on the performance ability of the fire
protection system or unit to function as intended in a fire event.

There is the need to define and differentiate between a critical and a non-critical deficiency and rather
than delete these terms, the definitions can be changed to make their meanings clearer. There is still a lot of confusion
and gray area around the various terms used to describe the condition of a fire protection system or unit. If we start with
the term impairment and its description, and then use the same terminology for the two types of deficiencies, I believe
the meanings will be clearer. The severity of a deficiency should be based on the ability of the system or unit to fight a
fire.

Revise definition to read as follows:
A deficiency that, if not corrected, can have an material effect on the performance ability of

the fire protection system or unit to function as intended in a fire event.
The term material was added to correlate with the modifications in 25-17 (Log #167).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-16     Log #28

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Larry Keeping, Professional Loss Control

25-19
Retain the definitions of critical and noncritical deficiencies as found in the 2011 edition of NFPA 25:

3.3.4.1   Critical Deficiency.   A deficiency that, if not corrected, can have an effect on the performance of the fire
protection system.
3.3.4.2   Noncritical Deficiency.  A deficiency that does not have an effect on the performance of the fire protection
system, but correction is needed for the proper inspection, testing, and maintenance of the system(s).

Moving these definitions out of the body of the standard is a serious step backwards. Without these
ideas being found in the standard itself, rather than in the non-mandatory Annex, there is no formal differentiation
between minor findings, such as those much discussed missing hydraulic data plates, and more serious problems, such
as severely corroded sprinklers. Previously, before these distinctions were added to NFPA 25, there were instances of
AHJs imposing severe restrictions on building occupation and function over trivial matters, because they had no
mechanism for differentiating between items that were critical and those which were not.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-15 ( Log #166) and 25-17 (Log #167).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-17     Log #167

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-19
Reject proposal 25-19 and revise the definition of Non-Critical Deficiency as follows:

A deficiency that does not have an effect on the performance ability of the fire protection
system or unit to function in a fire event, but correction is needed to meet the requirements of this standard or for the
proper inspection, testing, and maintenance of the system(s). or unit.

There is the need to define and differentiate between a critical and a non-critical deficiency and rather
than delete these terms, the definitions can be changed to make their meanings clearer. There is still a lot of confusion
and gray area around the various terms used to describe the condition of a fire protection system or unit. If we start with
the term impairment and its description, and then use the same terminology for the two types of deficiencies, I believe
the meanings will be clearer. The severity of a deficiency should be based on the ability of the system or unit to fight a
fire.

Revise the definition by adding the word "material" to define the impact of a deficiency.
A deficiency that does not have a material an effect on the performance ability of the fire

protection system or unit to function in a fire event, but correction is needed to meet the requirements of this standard or
for the proper inspection, testing, and maintenance of the system(s). or unit.

The term "material" is intended to allow for minor deficiencies that do not impact the
functionality of the systems in questions.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-18     Log #13

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
J. William Sheppard, Sheppard & Associates, LLC

25-22
Return to wording in existing 2011 edition of NFPA 25.

See the negative ballot statements in support of use of current language as sufficient.

The modifications made in the committee action to the original language proposed in Proposal
25-22 addressed the concerns by adding the term "impairment" as opposed to a condition.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-19     Log #4

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Steve Leyton, Protection Design & Consulting

25-29
Revise 3.3.32 as follows:

3.3.32 Standpipe System Type Classes
Proposal 25-29 partially addresses deficiencies in the NFPA 25, Chapter 3. This change will further

harmonize the standard with NFPA 14, 2010 and 2013 editions. System “types” are referred to in 3.3.31.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-20     Log #21

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
George E. Laverick, UL LLC

25-34
Delete the following text from Log #70 and retain the definition of as follows:

A water mist system using open nozzles attached to a piping system that is
connected to a water supply through a valve that is opened by means of a detection system installed in the same area
as the mist nozzles. When the valve opens, water flows into the piping system and discharges through all nozzles
attached to the system. [750, 2010]

A water mist system using automatic nozzles attached to a piping system
containing air, nitrogen, or inert gas under pressure, the release of which (as from an opening of an automatic nozzle)
allows the water pressure to open a dry pipe valve. The water then flows into the piping system and out through any
open nozzles. [750, 2010]

A water mist system arranged to discharge directly on an object or
hazard in an enclosed, unenclosed, or open outdoor condition. [750, 2010]

A water mist system using automatic nozzles attached to a piping system
that contains air that might or might not be under pressure, with a supplemental detection system installed in the same
areas as the mist nozzles. The actuation of the detection system opens a valve that allows water to flow into the piping
system and discharges through all opened nozzles in the system. [750, 2010]

A water mist system using automatic nozzles attached to a piping system containing
water and connected to a water supply so that water discharges immediately from nozzles operated by the heat from a
fire. [750, 2010]

The terms
and are not currently used in NFPA 25 and therefore,

the definitions should not appear in the document.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-21     Log #68

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Tracey D. Bellamy, Telgian Corporation

25-34
Reject the proposed addition of definitions.

The definitions are not used in the Standard and should not be included.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-20 (Log #21).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-22     Log #29

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Larry Keeping, Professional Loss Control

25-42
Delete entirely the proposed 4.1.x requirement and corresponding Annex information concerning

Hydraulic Design Information Signs for Chapter 4.
NFPA 25 should not be imposing retroactive installation requirements on existing systems, but that is

what this proposal seems to be doing. Further the proposed signage is totally inappropriate for Chapter 4:
-  It is tailored around sprinkler system requirements so it does not speak to the signs required for standpipe systems.

Further other standards, such as NFPA 13R, NFPA 20, NFPA 24 and NFPA 750 do not even require this type of sign.
-  Even NFPA 13 does not have a requirement for signs to identify pipe schedule systems, so for NFPA 25 to call for

them is unsuitable.
If this proposal goes into NFPA 25, it will be adding installation requirements, which is beyond the scope of the standard.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-23     Log #131

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joshua Elvove, U.S. General Services Administration

25-42
Reject ROP-42 (i.e., delete all new proposed text)

This is outside the scope of inspection, testing and maintaining a water based system, especially if the
person identifying this (the “inspector”) is deemed unqualified to verify the adequacy of a hydraulic design. In addition,
this is a very expensive requirement to place on owners retroactively, especially without technical justification indicating
that there have been losses due to not having these signs. Moreover, there's no requirement for the “inspector” to
evaluate whether the information on the sign is correct so it's possible that a system without a sign is more reliable than
a system with a sign with incorrect information, yet only the former would potentially facilitate a system evaluation.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-22 (Log #29). While the TC is modifying the language
as the submitter requested, the TC disagrees with the substantiation. Verifying the placement of this information is not
outside of the scope of the standard.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-24     Log #143

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James S. Peterkin, Heery International

25-42
Reject Comment 25-42 (Log #154)

As noted in the negative ballots, this standard does not address the adequacy of the design of the
system. The hydraulic placard requirement is already provided in NFPA 13 where it belongs (provide the sign as part of
an installation or modification to a system).
Requiring this information retroactively places an undue burden on a building owner. When and if an owner decides to
modify an existing system, the hydraulic design information can be re-created/re-evaluated as part of the construction
project (as would be required by NFPA 13).

See Technical Committee Action on 25-22 (Log #29). While the TC is modifying the language
as the submitter requested, the TC disagrees with the substantiation. The TC concurs that Ch 4 is not the appropriate
location but it does belong in the standard.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-25     Log #14

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
J. William Sheppard, Sheppard & Associates, LLC

25-44
In each paragraph, refer to building temperature, not water temperature.

Each of the paragraphs should be consistent with respect to temperature. Building Temperature is the
issue. See comments from ballots to this issue. Considered editorial, and the committee’s intent was to refer to building
temperature.

The language was revised by the technical committee at the ROP to correlate with the new
language added to the 2013 edition of NFPA 13, Standard for the Installation of Sprinkler Systems.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-26     Log #132

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joshua Elvove, U.S. General Services Administration

25-49
Reject ROP-49 (i.e., return to previous language so 4.1.1.2 reads as follows:)

4.1.1.2 Inspection, testing, and maintenance shall be performed by qualified personnel, who have developed
competence through training and experience.

This is a “one-size-fits-all” approach that bolsters all ITM requirements needlessly and without any
justification (and has unintended consequences). It muddies how the term has traditionally been applied in the standard
in the past (e.g., why qualified personnel were specifically singled out to perform tasks outlined in 4.1.4.2, 4.5.4, 5.3.3.4,
8.3.2.7, 8.3.3.1, 8.3.5.2, 9.5.2.1, 14.3.3, A3.3.17, A.4.1.5, A.10.2.4, A15.5 and C.3.1, and as proposed in 13.6.3.1 per
ROP 25-276 and in A15.7 per ROP 25-342) and may now eliminate owners from being permitted to conduct simple
tasks such as weekly inspection of gages, water or fuel tank conditions, and valves that traditionally have been done
quite adequately by in house staff in the past. NFPA 72 went through this debate and eventually settled on only
requiring a higher level of qualifications for specific purposes. Given this, the term qualified should be deleted in 4.1.1.2,
and left in other sections, where such qualifications are deemed necessary. Note: if the committee decides to reject this,
then they need to remove the term “qualified' everywhere else it appears in the standard since the term would no longer
be needed in those places, if already stated in 4.1.1.2.

The term qualified is needed to ensure that the work being performed is done by a person
approved by the AHJ. This could be an owner if the owner and their personnel is capable of performing ITM tasks. The
definition of qualified addresses competency in a given field, not every field. If an owner has personnel qualified to to
work on certain tasks, but not others, they can work on the areas that they are competent in.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-27     Log #71

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-50
the following changes:

4.1.1.2* The following Iinspection, test, maintenance or impairment procedures not performed in accordance with this
standard shall be considered a deficiency:
(1) Inspections required to be performed on an annual frequency basis
(2) Tests required to be performed on an annual or longer frequency basis
(3) Maintenance required to keep a major component in good operating condition
(4) Impairment procedures required by chapter 15 of this standard.
A.4.1.1.2 It should be understood that if any requirement in this standard is not followed, the system or portion thereof

is not in compliance with this standard. However, there are certain requirements that when not performed should
indicate that the system or portion thereof is in need of service, and thus should be recorded as a deficiency.

NFPA 25 is an all-inclusive standard that has many requirements that some users decide not to follow.
There are certain requirements in this standard that should be called out as being more important than others, and
should be recorded in the records as a deficiency. The term “major component” is used in 4.5.6 and best describes
which ones, when not maintained properly, can result in system or component failure. The phrase “in need of service” is
used in the definition of a deficiency and best describes when a procedure that hasn’t been performed should be
recorded as a deficiency.

The standard has mandatory language and noncompliance with the standard is self-evident.
The items provided in this list may not meet the definition of deficiency therefore these issues don't need to be spelled
out. Failure to perform an ITM task is a noncompliant condition, but may or may not be a deficiency.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-28     Log #78

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-57
some of the existing text in 4.1.3 as shown to be consistent with the change in the title of

this section:
The notification of system shutdown or test shall include the purpose for the shutdown or test, the system or

component involved, and the estimated time of shutdown or test, and the expected duration of the shutdown or test.
The authority having jurisdiction, the fire department, and the alarm-receiving facility shall be notified when the

system, supply, or component is returned to service or when the test is complete.
The technical committee decided to remove notification requirements in each chapter by stating that

this requirement is covered in this section of chapter 4, and changed the title to include testing for a reason for
notification. The proposed changes to the subsequent subsections add testing to them as well. Part of the notification
should include the duration of the shutdown or test, which was added to 4.1.3.2.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-29     Log #72

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-58
Accept most of 25-58 with changes as shown and change section number as shown:

4.1.3.2.1 The property owner or designated representative shall verify that the fire department and the alarm-receiving
facility, if connected, has received a transmission of at least one alarm and one trouble signal at the off premises
location upon completion of all Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance services.

If there is an alarm service involved, making sure they receive the correct signals is necessary to
ensure a response will be initiated.

The proposed language infringes on the scope of NFPA 72, National Fire Alarm Signaling Code
and NFPA 4, The Standard for Integrated Fire Protection and Life Safety System Testing.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-30     Log #23

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Kelly Nicolello, Western Regional Fire Code Development Committee

25-55
Add a new 4.1.4 Hazard Mitigation Measures. Where a fire protection system is out of service for

more than 4 hours in a 24-hour period, the property owner or designated representative shall arrange for one of the
following:
(a) Evacuation of the building or portion of the building affected by the system out of service
(b) An approved fire watch
(c) Establishment of a temporary water supply
(d) Establishment and implementation of an approved program to eliminate potential ignition sources and limit the
amount of fuel available to the fire.

The current language is out of NFPA 1 and 101. The committee states that the current language in
adequate and is covered in Chapter 15.  It is good to have it in both places as the current location advises the building
owner of the requirement.  The provision in the proposal is only addressed under pre-planned impairments in chapter 15
and should apply to all impairments.

This concept is already addressed in 15.6.3 .
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-31     Log #70

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-47
Accept part of proposal 25-47 as follows:

1. Accept new 4.1.4.1.1 as written
2. Accept new A.4.1.4.1.1 as written
3. Delete new 4.1.4.1.2

The proposed new text belongs in section 4.1.4 because the current text doesn’t provide any guidance
to the user on how quickly corrections and repairs need to be accomplished. Without this guidance there is no sense of
urgency for correcting impairments or deficiencies, and there’s no avenue of enforcement available in the document to
the AHJ. Section 4.1.9 does not address how quickly an impairment must be corrected, but does adequately advise the
user that impairment procedures in accordance with chapter 15 must be implemented.

Sections 4.1.9 and 15.5 provide the user sufficient direction on the issue of a timeframe for
addressing impairments.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-32     Log #73

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-61
include the following addition text to address the concerns of the

technical committee:
New 4.1.4.1.3.1 Corrections or repairs shall be permitted to made after 30 days if an approved corrective action plan is

developed.
The proposed new text belongs in section 4.1.4 because the current text doesn’t provide any guidance

to the user on how quickly corrections and repairs need to be accomplished. Without this guidance there is no sense of
urgency for correcting impairments or deficiencies, and there’s no avenue of enforcement available in the document to
the AHJ.

The timeframe for correcting deficiencies needs to be made between the owner and the AHJ. In
some instances the owner will not be in a financial position to deal with all of the deficiencies immediately and it is
necessary to work out a program with the AHJ to manage risk. The timeframe for remediating deficiencies is not one
size fits all.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-33     Log #99

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-61
Accept proposal 25-61.

Timelines need to be established for the correction of critical and noncritical deficiencies.  As a critical
deficiency effects the operation of the system it needs to be repaired quickly.

The timeframe for correcting deficiencies needs to be made between the owner and the AHJ. In
some instances the owner will not be in a financial position to deal with all of the deficiencies and it is necessary to work
out a program with the AHJ to manage risk. The timeframe for remediating deficiencies is not one size fits all.

17Printed on  11/5/2012



Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 25
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-34     Log #74

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-62
include the following addition text to address the concerns of the

technical committee:
New 4.1.4.1.4.1 Corrections or repairs shall be permitted to made after 90 days if an approved corrective action plan is

developed.

The proposed new text belongs in section 4.1.4 because the current text doesn’t provide any guidance
to the user on how quickly corrections and repairs need to be accomplished. Without this guidance there is no sense of
urgency for correcting impairments or deficiencies, and there’s no avenue of enforcement available in the document to
the AHJ.

The timeframe for correcting deficiencies needs to be made between the owner and the AHJ. In
some instances the owner will not be in a financial position to deal with all of the deficiencies within the timeframe and it
is necessary to work out a program with the AHJ to manage risk. The timeframe for remediating deficiencies is not one
size fits all.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-35     Log #100

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-62
Accept proposal 25-62.

Timelines need to be established for the correction of critical and noncritical deficiencies.  Noncritical
deficiencies do not affect the operation of the system so a longer period of time for their repair is acceptable.

The timeframe for correcting deficiencies needs to be made between the owner and the AHJ. In
some instances the owner will not be in a financial position to deal with all of the deficiencies within the timeframe and it
is necessary to work out a program with the AHJ to manage risk. The timeframe for remediating deficiencies is not one
size fits all.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-36     Log #20

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
J. William Sheppard, Sheppard & Associates, LLC

25-66
Delete Paragraphs 4.1.5 and 4.1.6 as proposed by submitter.

See negative ballot comments regarding these two paragraphs relative to design issues for an ITM
document, and the need to return to the scope as written in the 2011 edition of NFPA 25. Design was never the intent of
this document from its inception. Thjee are too many variables in the ITM talent to assure system conditions, much less
understanding and properly reporting design issues. If the owner wants this type of service included, he may enter into
contract with the ITM provider is the owner feels the design issues are warranted. Design issues do not need to be a
part of this document.

The scope of the document includes requirements for ITM procedures as well as the owners
responsibilities for management of the fire protection systems. The TC reconfirmed the existing scope statement in 25-1
(Log #10).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-37     Log #133

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joshua Elvove, U.S. General Services Administration

25-66
Accept ROP 25-66 and delete 4.1.5 and 4.1.6 in their entirety.:

Same old, same old. See companion comments on 1.1, 1.1.3.1 &, 1.2.1; previous substantiation
provided on ROP-66;, previous substantiation on ROP and ROC from previous cycles; and testimony on assembly floor
during adoption of 2011 edition of NFPA 25 (all on file with NFPA). If only the committee would give a little for once and
give deference to the (true) building owners.

The scope of the document includes requirements for ITM procedures as well as the owners
responsibilities for management of the fire protection systems. The TC reconfirmed the existing scope statement in 25-1
(Log #10).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-38     Log #134

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joshua Elvove, U.S. General Services Administration

25-67
Accept ROP 25-67 by revising 4.1.5.1 as follows, and moving text from 4.1.5.2 into the annex.:

4.1.5.1* The owner or designated representative shall be permitted to include the evaluation required by 4.1.5 shall not
be considered as part of the normal inspection, testing and maintenance of a water based fire protection system.
A.4.1.5.21 The evaluation required by 4.1.5 is not typically a shall not be considered part of the normal inspection,

testing, and maintenance required by this standard.
This change is only suggested should my companion comment to delete 4.1.5 and 4.1.6 is rejected.

As advocated repeatedly, NFPA 25 should not specify who does what, or what constitutes a “normal” inspection when
the committee continues to include language in 4.1.5 that includes provisions for evaluations to assess system
performance . Current text states that the evaluation as prescribed by 4.1.5 shall not be considered part of the normal
inspection. Such prohibitive language is inappropriate as the scope of NFPA 25 has been further revised to address
“actions to undertake when changes in occupancy, use, process, materials, hazard, or water supply that potentially
impact the performance of the water based system are planned or identified.” Therefore, clear language should be
introduced that permits an owner to include a hazard evaluation and part of the inspection, testing and maintenance
process.

The standard is a minimum standard and the owner always has the opportunity to do more.
The standard as written does not prohibit what the submitter is proposing.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-39     Log #105

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-108
Move the proposed text to a new section and annex 4.1.5.3 as follows:

4.1.5.3* The building owner shall be responsible for making sure that dry and preaction system piping can be drained.
A.4.1.5.3 A.5.2.2 Dry system piping should be periodically inspected for proper pitch.  Preaction system piping installed

in areas subject to freezing or where the installation standard requires it to be pitched should be periodically inspected
for proper pitch. After frozen pipes and/or fittings are repaired or replaced, all affected piping should be checked for
proper pitch. Piping should be pitched to drain as stated in 5.2.3.4.1 through 5.2.3.4.3.
In dry pipe system, branch lines should be pitched at least 1/2 in. per 10 ft (4 mm/m), and mains should be pitched at

least 1/4 in. per 10 ft (2 mm/m) in nonrefrigerated areas.   In preaction systems, branch lines should be pitched at least
1/2 in. per 10 ft (4 mm/m), and mains should be pitched at least 1/4 in. per 10 ft (2 mm/m). Branch lines should be
pitched at least 1/2 in. per 10 ft (4 mm/m), and mains should be pitched at least 1/2 in. per 10 ft (4 mm/m) in refrigerated
areas.
Pipes are pitched to provide proper drainage which is especially important in areas subject to freezing to ensure that

water isn’t accumulating in pipes that could freeze and damage the pipe and fittings or create an ice plug. Most
freeze-ups that occur in dry or preaction systems are a result of improperly pitched pipes. Pipes that may have been
properly pitched when installed can become improperly pitched because the building settled, or they were pushed out of
alignment.
The requirement for pitching preaction system piping has changed over the years. Prior to the 2007 edition of NFPA

13, preaction system piping installed in heated areas could be installed without any pitch. However, accelerated
corrosion was taking place in these pipes so the 2007 edition deleted this allowance.

Since the committee has determined that this is not a mandatory requirement, it should be up to the
building owner to decide whether they want to check the pitch or not. This means that it should be in the owners section
rather than the portion of NFPA 25 used by the contractor.  Also, the possibility exists for systems other than sprinkler
systems to have dry piping, so the language should not be limited to Chapter 5, which only applies to sprinkler systems.

The technical committee rejected the language addressing dry pipe pitch via 25-168 (Log #58).
The inspection of pipe pitch is not part of an inspection per NFPA 25 and does not need to be called out as something
that the inspector is not responsible for via Chapter 4.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-40     Log #30

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Larry Keeping, Professional Loss Control

25-71
Do not accept the proposed changes to 4.1.7. Retain the text currently found in the 2011 edition of

the standard:
4.1.7   Valve Location.  The location of shutoff valves shall be identified.

The proposed revision to 4.1.7 to identify the location of valves at the system riser defeats the original
intent of the requirement that people be alerted to the location of the control valves so that should the need arrive the
system could be shut off. In the ROP for the 2007 edition of NFPA 25, the Proposal 25-19 was accepted, based on the
following substantiation: “Owners and occupants should know where the control valves are located and how to shut the
system down. Time is often wasted after a system starts to discharge as occupants search for the shutoff valves. This
wasted time during non-emergency discharges leads only to additional water damage…”. Thus, it is the main control
valves on the riser that is of primary concern.
Additionally, requirement for an Information Sign, called for in 4.1.8, already mandates that the locations of any
antifreeze or other auxiliary systems be identified.

The language in the ROP for “other approved locations” addresses the submitters comments.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-41     Log #44

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Richard M. Ray, Cybor Fire Protection Company

25-70
Accept proposal 25-70 as originally submitted .

Many members of this Committee have argued “what’s the point of doing all this stuff if you contractors
can’t make sure that the system will put out the fire?”.  Well, here was opportunity for AT LEAST the water supply,
occupancy, and system design to be reviewed periodically to help these members begin to achieve what they have
argued as “wanting” – yet this opportunity was missed.  I agree with their desire to know if the system is capable of
adequately protecting their occupancy in accordance with NFPA Standards – yet this type of analysis is above & beyond
the knowledge/training level of a typical inspector and hence belongs in Chapter 4.  It is common knowledge that these
types of analyses can be performed by people specifically trained in this area, such as fire protection engineers.  This is
another example of Committee members attempting to water down this standard for a very “lofty” reason, yet when they
are offered a solution, they clamor “we don’t want THAT” – seemingly wanting things both ways.

The standard already addresses triggers for conducting the  evaluation of individual water
based systems. A periodic recommissioning event for sprinkler systems may be conducted using NFPA 3,
Recommended Practice for Commissioning and Integrated Testing of Fire Protection and Life Safety Systems.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-42     Log #19

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
J. William Sheppard, Sheppard & Associates, LLC

25-42
Return to wording of current 2011 edition of NFPA 25.

See negative ballots as presented in A-2013 ROP regarding information that is available from many
sources that negates the need for signs that can be damaged, lost, etc.

See Committee Action on 25-22 (Log #29).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-43     Log #118

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-72
Accept proposal 25-72.

The signage requirements of NFPA 25 need to be correlated with the requirements of NFPA 13.  If
proper correlation does not occur, the user will find that they have to hang two different signs to comply with both
standards.

The requirement for a General Information Sign for sprinkler systems is addressed in 5.2.9,
See Comment 25-68 (Log #79). There will be instances where two signs may be required (4.1.8 and 5.2.9).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-44     Log #101

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-76
Accept proposal 25-76.

Since NFPA 25 does not address the features of these systems or the means to address their
maintenance, this should be flagged as an owner responsibility.

The technical committee asked for guidance on what the maintenance should be however no
specific guidance was submitted. Ultimately the owner has responsibility for the systems and it is not necessary to call
out each individual item. This subject is already covered by 4.1.1.1.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-45     Log #102

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-82
Add new sections 4.3.6 and 4.3.7 as follows:

4.3.6 For a system that is more than three years old, if there are no records that indicate that the 3-year interval tests
have been performed, then the 3-year interval tests shall be conducted and the results maintained by the owner in
accordance with 4.3.5.
4.3.7 For a system that is more than five years old, if there are no records that indicate that the 5-year interval

inspections and tests have been performed, then the 5-year interval inspections and tests shall be conducted and the
results maintained by the owner in accordance with 4.3.5.

There are a number of 3-year interval tests (full flow trip test of dry-pipe valves, flow test of fire pumps
from water supply, etc.) and 5-year interval inspections and tests (strainers on alarm valve, internal inspection of check
valves, etc.), but building owners that do not keep good records never hit these inspections or tests because they switch
inspection firms before getting to this threshold.  Some mechanism needs to kick in a requirement for these inspections
and tests to be performed.  The assumption should be that unless you can prove that this work was done, it is time to do
it now.

The owner is already required to conduct these tests and the need to conduct the tests again
simply because there is no record will not have an impact on whether they do it or not. It is then the AHJs job to make
sure this issue is being enforced as requiring more tests is not a mechanism for increased enforcement.

23Printed on  11/5/2012



Report on Comments  –  June 2013 NFPA 25
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-46     Log #24

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Kelly Nicolello, Western Regional Fire Code Development Committee

25-115
Add a new section to read:

The hydraulic design information
sign for hydraulically designed systems shall be inspected quarterly to verify
that it is attached securely to the sprinkler riser and is legible.
5.2.6.1 The sign shall verify the current building information:
(1) Name and location of the facility protected
(2) Occupancy classification
(3) Commodity classification
(4) Presence of high-piled and/or rack storage
(5) Maximum height of storage planned
(6) Aisle width planned
(7) Encapsulation of pallet loads
(8) Presence of solid shelving
(9) Flow test data
(10) Presence of flammable/combustible liquids
(11) Presence of hazardous materials
(12) Presence of other special storage
(13) Location of auxiliary drains and low point drains on dry pipe and preaction systems
(14) Original results of main drain flow test
(15) Name of installing contractor or designer
(16) Indication of presence and location of antifreeze or other auxiliary systems. (13:24.6.2)

We agree with the negative of R. Ray. A rejection based on the potential monetary impact for a sign that
should be already in place can have is not a valid argument. The information requested in the proposal is not for the
owner’s use, it is for the qualified contractor or inspector to know if changes have taken place to recommend further
investigation of the existing system on behalf of the owner. Not having the necessary information at the beginning of the
inspection of the system places the qualified contractor or inspector at a disadvantage. Not having the information
posted may eventually cost the property or business owner more than the cost of the sign if the fire sprinkler system is
overpowered by a fire.

The information required on the hydraulic information sign is different than the information on
the general information sign required by NFPA 13, Standard for the Installation of Sprinkler Systems.  The information
on the General Information Sign is addressed by 25-68 (Log #79).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-47     Log #158

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-94
Accept proposal 25-94 with modifications as shown:

Any sprinkler that shows signs of any of the following shall be replaced:
(1) Leakage
(2) * Unacceptable Ccorrosion
(3) Physical damage
(4) Loss of fluid in the glass bulb heat responsive element
(5)* Unacceptable Lloading
(6) Painting unless painted by the sprinkler manufacturer

A group of sprinklers that show signs of the following shall be allowed to be tested as described in 5.3.1.1 and
left in service until the next annual inspection:
(1) Acceptable corrosion
(2) *Acceptable loading

Test procedures shall be repeated every year if sprinklers are not replaced.
Unacceptable corrosion on a sprinkler is any corrosion found around the seat, or a buildup of corrosion

on the deflector that could affect the spray pattern, or a buildup on the link and lever arms that could affect the
operation. Acceptable corrosion would include a light coating on the boss and/or frame arms, and/or the deflector that
may not affect the operation or spray distribution pattern, and a representative sample has passed the text described in
5.3.1.1.

Unacceptable loading includes a buildup of oily dust or any other airborne particles, or spackle, tape,
plastic, or any other material that accumulates on or is attached to a sprinkler that will affect the operation or spray
distribution of the sprinkler. Acceptable loading would be a very light coating of airborne particles only or a
representative sample has passed the text described in 5.3.1.1.

In lieu of replacing testing sprinklers that are loaded with an acceptable coating of dry dust, it is
permitted to clean sprinklers with compressed air or by a vacuum provided that the equipment does not touch the
sprinkler.

This section needed to be clarified to allow for lightly loaded or corroded sprinkler to be tested rather
than replaced. Descriptions were added to differentiate between sprinklers that could still remain in use by testing or
cleaning and those that should be automatically replaced. Explanatory material is added to the annex to explain these
differentiations. Unenforceable terms submitted in the proposal have been replaced with enforceable ones:

- Considered by the authority having jurisdiction (AHJ) as adequate for satisfying the goals, performance
objectives, and/or performance criteria.(NFPA Glossary of Terms – 2012)

The terms acceptable/ unacceptable are vague and difficult to enforce. The proposed 5.2.1.1.3
is not practical as heads that are taken down and tested cannot also remain in place.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-48     Log #67

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Tracey D. Bellamy, Telgian Corporation

25-95
Revise text to read as follows:

(2)*Corrosion
Corrosion found on the seat, or built up on the deflector that could affect the spray pattern, or a buildup

on the operating elements that could affect the operation can have a detrimental effect on the performance of the
sprinkler. Light surface corrosion on the boss and/or frame arms, and/or on the deflector, and/or surface discoloration
not impacting the operation of the sprinkler should not warrant replacement. A degree of judgment should be exercised
in the determination of the extent, location and character of corrosion that would necessitate replacement.

The lead in paragraph of the cited provisions of A.5.2.1.1 in the Committee Statement provides the
directive as to the overall intent of the section. Conditions that can have a detrimental effect on the performance the
sprinkler through affect of the water distribution patterns, insulation of thermal elements delaying operation, or other
condition rendering the sprinkler inoperable or ineffectual. The added Annex material provides sorely needed guidance
for the practical application of this intent.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-49     Log #31

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Larry Keeping, Professional Loss Control

25-95
Accept the proposal as per the original text that was suggested:

5.2.1.1.2
(2)* Corrosion
A.5.2.1.1.2(2)   Surface discoloration and light surface corrosion not impacting the operating elements of the sprinkler
should not warrant the replacement of sprinklers. A degree of judgment should be exercised in the determination of the
extent of corrosion that would necessitate replacement.

Every sprinkler starts to tarnish shortly after it is installed. Discoloration and/or verdigris (which is a form
of light surface corrosion) is always to be expected. However, as it is currently written in the standard it is implied that,
when a chrome sprinkler loses its sheen or when a bronze finish starts to look a little green, they need to be replaced.
This was never the intent, and the proposed Annex text provides the necessary clarification.
The Committee Statement that the text is subjective is entirely correct. An inspector must often make judgement calls,
and this Annex text will significantly help with the decision process.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-48 (Log #67).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-50     Log #45

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Richard M. Ray, Cybor Fire Protection Company

25-100
Accept proposal 25-100 as originally submitted.

This proposal should have been accepted without any changes.  The cover plate for a concealed, flush,
or recessed sprinkler is a part of that sprinkler head's listing and thus need to be replaced when found missing.  Also,
the outer ring of a recessed sprinkler head and the cover plate assembly of a concealed sprinkler head are of a specific
dimension to insure that both the sprinkler deflector and the sensing element is at the proper distance below the ceiling.
The missing trim may be due to the ceiling sagging thus affecting the sensitivity and spray distribution of the sprinkler.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-51     Log #103

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-100
Accept proposal 25-100 as it was originally written.  This will result in the deletion of the annex note

that the committee added in the ROP and return the sections to the following text:
5.2.1.1.8 Escutcheons and cover plates for recessed, flush and concealed sprinklers shall be replaced if found missing

during the inspection.
5.2.1.1.9 Escutcheons for pendent sprinklers that are not recessed, flush or concealed shall not be required to be

replaced if found missing during the inspection.
Cover plates for concealed sprinklers also need to be replaced if found missing.  According to section

6.2.7.3 of NFPA 13, the cover plate is a part of the concealed sprinkler’s listed assembly and when they are missing, it
should be treated as if any other portion of the sprinkler is missing.  A missing cover plate can indicate a problem with
ceiling sag or other issues integral to proper sprinkler placement with respect to the ceiling.  If the ceiling has sagged to
the point where the sprinkler is no longer below the ceiling, this serious problem needs to be corrected and the missing
cover plate is a symptom that points to the larger concern.
The proposed section 5.2.1.1.9 is necessary to clarify the situation for the user of NFPA 25 since this is a common

question not currently addressed by this standard.
The annex note is misleading.  It states, “Escutcheons for pendent sprinklers that are not a part of a listed sprinkler
assembly are not required to be replaced.” This is misleading because escutcheons on recessed, flush and concealed
sprinklers are a part of the listed sprinkler assembly (according to section 6.2.7.2 of NFPA 13).  These sprinklers are all
subsets of “pendent” sprinklers.  The annex notes make it seem like missing escutcheons for recessed, flush and
concealed sprinklers do not need to be replaced, but they do.  The situation is much better handled by the proposed
section 5.2.1.1.9 than it is by an annex note.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-52     Log #144

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James S. Peterkin, Heery International

25-101
Accept Comment 25-101 (Log #256).

When a building is protected by automatic sprinklers, NFPA 13 requires all areas to be protected with
few exceptions. If NFPA 25 is going to require heads installed in the wrong orientation to be repositioned and corroded
heads to be replaced (rightly so), why would we not want to make an owner aware of an area of the building that is
unprotected. In the event that this falls into one of the few exceptions, the owner can determine this and keep this on file
for the next inspection.

This proposal has been previously considered and rejected by the Committee.  No new
information is presented for consideration.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-53     Log #135

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joshua Elvove, U.S. General Services Administration

25-101
Accept ROP 25-101 by adding a new 5.2.1.1.8 and annex as follows:

5.2.1.1.8* Areas of a building lacking sprinkler protection shall be identified.
A.5.2.1.1.8 The lack of a sprinkler in a room may not necessarily indicate a problem with the sprinkler system as

designed, as NFPA 13 has unique spacing requirements and also exempts requirements for sprinklers in certain
situations. However, an owner or designated representative, once advised that a sprinkler is observed to be missing,
should conduct a subsequent evaluation to determine whether sprinklers are required in those areas where noted to be
missing.

I continue to be dumbfounded by the committee’s continued insistence on rejecting a change to the
inspection process such that the “inspector” is asked to identify missing sprinklers. The language proposed is very
benign as all it asks is for an “inspector” to identify areas in a building lacking sprinkler protection. The additional annex
material makes it clear that areas where sprinklers are noted to be missing are not necessarily deficiencies. To me, it's
downright egregious that this committee will permit this condition to go unreported on an ITM report. If the “inspectors”
aren’t adequately trained, get them trained so they can do this. This is what most owners want and we’re paying the bill.

This proposal has been previously considered and rejected by the Committee.  No new
information is presented for consideration.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-54     Log #159

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-102
Accept proposal 25-102 with modifications as follows:

5.2.1.2* The minimum clearance required by the installation standard to storage as described in 5.2.1.2.1 through
5.2.1.2.4 shall be maintained below all sprinkler deflectors.
A.5.2.1.2 NFPA 13, in the storage definitions defines clearance as
the distance from the top of storage to the ceiling sprinkler deflectors., allows stock furnishings and equipment to be as
close as 18 in. (457 mm) to standard spray sprinklers or as close as 36 in. (914 mm) to other types of sprinklers such as
early suppression fast response (ESFR) and large drop sprinklers. Objects against walls are permitted to ignore the
minimum spacing rules as long as the sprinkler is not directly above the object. Other obstruction rules are impractical to
enforce under this standard. However, if obstructions that might cause a concern are present, the owner is advised to
have an engineering evaluation performed.
5.2.1.2.1* Unless greater distances are required by 5.2.1.2.2, 5.2.1.2.3, or 5.2.1.2.4  clearance between the deflector
and the top of storage shall be 18 in. (457 mm) or greater
A.5.2.1.2.1 The 18” clearance rule generally applies to standard pendent; upright and sidewall spray sprinklers;
extended coverage upright and pendent sprinklers; and residential sprinklers.
5.2.1.2.2 Where standards other than NFPA 13 specify greater clearance to storage minimums, they shall be followed.
5.2.1.2.3* Clearance between the deflector and the top of storage shall be 36 in. (457 mm) or greater for special
sprinklers.
A.5.2.1.2.3 The special sprinklers that the minimum 36” clearance rule generally applies to includes Large Drop
sprinklers; CMSA sprinklers; and Early Suppression Fast-Response (ESFR) sprinklers.
5.2.1.2.4 Clearance from the top of storage to sprinkler deflectors shall be not less than 36 in. (914 mm) where rubber
tires are stored.
5.2.1.2.5 In-rack sprinklers shall not be required to meet the obstruction criteria and clearance from storage
requirements
5.2.1.3 Stock, furnishings, or equipment Storage closer to the sprinkler deflector than permitted by the clearance rules of
the installation standard described in 5.2.1.2.1 through 5.2.1.2.4 shall be corrected.

The submitter complied with the committee statement on proposal 25-102 and applied the rules and
terminology from NFPA 13. The NFPA 25 technical committee may want to extract the definition of “Clearance” from the
Storage Definitions in NFPA 13 and add it to the definition in Chapter 3 of NFPA 25.

Revise text to read as follows:
5.2.1.2* The minimum clearance required by the installation standard to storage as described in 5.2.1.2.1 through
5.2.1.2.6 shall be maintained below all sprinkler deflectors.
A.5.2.1.2   NFPA 13, in the storage definitions defines clearance as
the distance from the top of storage to the ceiling sprinkler deflectors., allows stock furnishings and equipment to be as
close as 18 in. (457 mm) to standard spray sprinklers or as close as 36 in. (914 mm) to other types of sprinklers such as
early suppression fast response (ESFR) and large drop sprinklers. Objects against walls are permitted to ignore the
minimum spacing rules as long as the sprinkler is not directly above the object. Other obstruction rules are impractical to
enforce under this standard. However, if obstructions that might cause a concern are present, the owner is advised to
have an engineering evaluation performed.
5.2.1.2.1* Unless greater distances are required by 5.2.1.2.2, 5.2.1.2.3, or 5.2.1.2.4, or lesser distances are permitted by
5.2.1.2.6, clearance between the deflector and the top of storage shall be 18 in. (457 mm) or greater.
A.5.2.1.2.1 The 18” clearance rule generally applies to standard pendent; upright and sidewall spray sprinklers;
extended coverage upright and pendent sprinklers; and residential sprinklers.
5.2.1.2.2 Where standards other than NFPA 13 specify greater clearance to storage minimums, they shall be followed.
5.2.1.2.3* Clearance between the deflector and the top of storage shall be 36 in. (457 mm) or greater for special
sprinklers.
A.5.2.1.2.3 The special sprinklers that the minimum 36” clearance rule generally applies to includes Large Drop
sprinklers; CMSA sprinklers; and Early Suppression Fast-Response (ESFR) sprinklers.
5.2.1.2.4 Clearance from the top of storage to sprinkler deflectors shall be 36 in. (914 mm) or greater where rubber tires
are stored.
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5.2.1.2.5 In-rack sprinklers shall not be required to meet the obstruction criteria and clearance from storage
requirements.
5.2.1.2.6* Clearance between the deflector and the top of storage shall be permitted to be less than 18 in where shown
to be permitted by the installation standard.

A.5.2.1.2.6.  The purpose of maintaining a minimum clearance is to ensure water discharge is not obstructed.  There are
certain installations where this can be achieved by other means.  Examples include library stacks and record storage;
and where sprinklers are installed in aisles in between storage shelving.  Clearance is also not needed for shelving
along perimeter walls since this does not cause an obstruction.

5.2.1.3 Stock, furnishings, or equipment Storage closer to the sprinkler deflector than permitted by the clearance rules of
the installation standard described in 5.2.1.2.1 through 5.2.1.2.4 shall be corrected.

There may be situations where the sprinklers will not be obstructed by storage located within 18
in. of the deflector.  For example, library stacks and record storage; where sprinklers are installed in the aisle in between
storage racks that are within 18 in of the sprinkler deflector; and along perimeter walls.  Therefore, another provision is
needed to permit these situations.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-55     Log #156

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-103
Accept part of proposal 25-103 as shown:

5.2.1.4* Sprinkler spray patterns shall not be obstructed by temporary or non-permanent obstructions such as signs,
banners, or decorations.
A.5.2.1.4 While it is impractical for an inspector to know all of the various obstruction rules for all the different types of
sprinklers, the inspector can observe when temporary or non-permanent obstructions have been installed that could
block or obstruct a sprinkler’s spray pattern.
5.2.1.4.1 Temporary or non-permanent obstructions that appear to be obstructions to sprinkler spray patterns shall be
removed or repositioned so they are not an obstruction.
5.2.1.5* Sprinklers shall not be required to be inspected to determine if they comply with installation obstruction rules
that apply to structural or architectural features.
A.5.2.1.5 It is impractical for an inspector to know all of the various obstruction rules for all the different types of
sprinklers based on the installation standards, especially when those obstruction rules have changed from edition to
edition. It has to be assumed that when the system was installed all of the obstruction rules were followed. However, if
it’s obvious that a structural member or an architectural feature was added since the original installation that may be
obstructing a sprinkler, the inspector can bring it to the owner or designated representative’s attention in the form of a
recommendation for an evaluation.

These types of obstructions can block sprinkler discharge patterns and should be observed and
recorded by an inspector performing the annual inspection of the sprinklers.

Relocate the text to annex A.5.2.1.3 as one section and revise "shalls" to "shoulds" as follows:
A.5.2.1.3 Sprinkler spray patterns should not be obstructed by temporary or non-permanent obstructions such as signs,
banners, or decorations. While it is impractical for an inspector to know all of the various obstruction rules for all the
different types of sprinklers, the inspector can observe when temporary or non-permanent obstructions have been
installed that could block or obstruct a sprinkler’s spray pattern. Temporary or non-permanent obstructions that appear
to be obstructions to sprinkler spray patterns should be removed or repositioned so they are not an obstruction.

Relocated to annex as a recommended guidance for addressing obstructions.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-56     Log #7

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Roland J. Huggins, American Fire Sprinkler Association, Inc.

25-130
Revise text to read:

(1) The correct number and type of sprinkler as required by 5.4.1.4 and 5.4.1.5
(2) A sprinkler wrench for each type of sprinkler as required by 5.4.1.6 5.4.1.4.5
(3) The list of spare sprinklers as required by 5.4.1.4.6

References are editorial with ROP changes.
A requirement to check the stock list is needed.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-57     Log #46

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Richard M. Ray, Cybor Fire Protection Company

25-104
Reject proposal 25-104.

Keep in mind that NFPA 25 requires that sprinklers be inspected “…from the floor level.”  It is very
difficult in many cases to identify the type of sprinkler head installed in a building – this may be due to lighting levels,
ceiling heights, concealed type sprinklers with cover plates in place, etc.  Hence simply identifying the sprinkler may be
very difficult if possible at all.  Further, even if the sprinkler can be correctly identified, this proposal would require an
inspector to be familiar with not only all of the sprinkler heads that were formally recalled (Omegas, ME-1s, etc) or part
of a voluntary replacement program (GBs, etc), but also those that were manufactured with O-rings that were NOT
recalled or involved in a replacement program but are identified by UL as needing “immediate inspection and sample
testing” in their April 2002 memo revised November 2009 (like the Globe ESFR-14).  Also, note that the NICET testing
program for ITM does not include such knowledge of “recalled” sprinklers, and many states require NICET certification
to perform ITM work.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-58     Log #104

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-104
Reject proposal 25-104.  The effect of this comment would be to delete new section 5.2.1.6 as

shown below:
5.2.1.6 Any sprinkler(s) observed to be a part of a recall program, including those in the spare sprinkler cabinet, shall

be recorded.
It can be difficult to determine exactly what sprinklers have been installed in a building by observing

them from the floor.  Furthermore if the sprinklers were correctly identified it would then be incumbent upon the inspector
to know whether or not the identified sprinkler was or was not recalled.  There is no way that an inspector can
legitimately keep memorized the list of products that have been recalled.
The use of the word “observed” in the text makes it seem like the intent of the committee is not to have the inspector

look for recalled sprinklers, but if they happen to see them, the committee seems to want the inspector to write it down.
The problem with this philosophy is that the standard is trying to legislate a condition that is not enforceable.  By putting
this language in the standard, the committee is making it mandatory for every inspector to hunt down and find every
recalled sprinkler.  That is simply not practical, nor will contractors be able to comply with this onerous requirement.
From a common sense perspective, all contractors doing inspection work keep track of items that they can do for a

building owner to improve the system while they are doing an inspection, even if NFPA 25 does not require the work.
Any inspection firm worth their fee would suggest to a building owner that they replace recalled sprinklers if they
happened to notice them during an inspection.  There is no need to put this language in the standard.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-59     Log #59

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Russell B. Leavitt, Telgian Corporation

25-104
Delete text as follows:

5.2.1.6  Any sprinkler(s) observed to be a part of a recall program, including those in the spare sprinkler cabinet, shall
be recorded.

The committee should reject this change.  The reasons provided with the negative votes by Mr.
Fleming, Mr. Fantauzzi and the submitter of this comment are sufficient justification to reject this new requirement.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-60     Log #66

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Tracey D. Bellamy, Telgian Corporation

25-106
Revise text to read as follows:

Pipe and fittings shall be in good condition and free of mechanical damage, and leakage and corrosion.
The Committee Statement in rejection of the original proposal asserts that the amount of corrosion

cannot be determined from a visual examination. As such the visual examination for corrosion is ineffective and should
not be included as part of the inspection.

The Committee intends that the visual examination for corrosion be a required part of the
inspection, as corrosion is often an indicator of deterioration of system components.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-61     Log #96

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James M. Fantauzzi, North East Fire Protection Systems, Inc. / Rep. AFSA

25-108
Delete section items 5.2.3*, 5.2.3.1, 5.2.3.2*, 5.2.3.3, 5.2.3.4, 5.2.3.4.1, 5.2.3.4.3, in their entirety.

The sections are in direct conflict with NFPA 25-2011 sections.
Pipe and Fittings. Sprinkler pipe and fittings shall be inspected annually from the floor level.

Pipe and fittings installed in concealed spaces such as above ceilings shall not require inspection.
These conflicts presents significant amount of liability on the annual inspection. These proposed sections are an

installation action of NFPA 13 as implied by NFPA 25-2011  section.
1.1.3 This standard addresses the operating condition of fire protection systems as well as impairment handling and

reporting and applies to fire protection systems that have been properly installed in accordance with generally accepted
practice.
1.1.4 Corrective action needed to ensure that a system operates in a satisfactory manner shall be in accordance with

the appropriate installation standard.
These sections are outside the scope of NFPA 25 and should not be included in this document and should be referred

back to NFPA 13 in any Annex material retained.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-168 (Log #58).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-62     Log #33

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Larry Keeping, Professional Loss Control

25-108
Delete entirely the proposed Section 5.2.3 requirement and the A.5.2.2 Annex text for checking the

pitch of dry and preaction system piping.

This proposal introduces an unwarranted complication and expense to the whole ITM process for
sprinkler systems. During the last few cycles, arguments against 5 year internal inspections have centred around the
lack of justification, the difficulty of accessing the pipe to remove a sprinkler or a flushing connection and the associated
expenses (man lift rentals, etc.) How much more difficult and expensive will this new task be? Rather than just checking
two points, Proposal 25-108 would have every line and main on a system be examined – at the ceiling level, no matter
how high or if it is exposed to the floor or in a concealed space. How practical is that? How expensive is that? And as
substantiation, for a procedure this difficult to accomplish, statistics should be provided, rather that just an anecdotal
suggestion that there have been problems.
Further to the above, NFPA 25 should not be suggesting or imposing retroactive installation requirements, but that is
what the proposed 5.2.3.4.2 actually does. Prior to the 2007 edition of NFPA 13, not all preaction systems were required
to be pitched, but 5.2.3.4.2 takes no recognition of that fact and asks for all preaction installations (old or new) to be
sloped.
This concept is not appropriate for an Inspection, Testing and Maintenance standard, be it in the Annex or the body.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-168 (Log #58).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-63     Log #65

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Tracey D. Bellamy, Telgian Corporation

25-109
Revise text to read as follows:

Hangers and seismic braces shall not be damaged, loose, or unattached, or with missing components..
The incorporation of the missing components criteria requires knowledge of the design and should not

be included within scope of the inspection.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-64     Log #34

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Larry Keeping, Professional Loss Control

25-114
Delete entirely the proposed revision to 5.2.6 and retain the current text concerning Hydraulic

Design Information Signs:
5.2.6*   Hydraulic Design Information Sign.   The hydraulic design information sign shall be inspected quarterly to verify
that it is attached securely to the sprinkler riser, and is legible.

NFPA 25 should not be imposing retroactive installation requirements on existing systems, but that is
what this proposal seems to trying to do.  Since NFPA 13 does not have a requirement for signs to identify pipe
schedule systems, for NFPA 25 to call for them is entirely inappropriate.
If this proposal goes into NFPA 25, it will be adding installation requirements, which is beyond the scope of the standard.

Although the pipe schedule is not required by NFPA 13, Standard for the Installation of
Sprinkler Systems, it is valuable in conducting ITM tasks and should be provided. Proposal 25-114 stands as approved
at the ROP meeting.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-65     Log #145

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James S. Peterkin, Heery International

25-114
Reject Comment 25-114 (Log #104).

When a building is protected by automatic sprinklers, NFPA 13 requires all areas to be protected with
few exceptions. If  NFPA 25 is going to require heads installed in the wrong orientation to be repositioned and corroded
heads to be replaced (rightly so), why would we not want to make an owner aware of an area of the building that is
unprotected. In the event that this falls into one of the few exceptions, the owner can determine this and keep this on file
for the next inspection.

The submitters substantiation does not match up with the proposed change.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-66     Log #77

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-117
Accept one part only of proposal 25-117 as follows:

General The general information sign required by 4.1.8 shall be inspected annually to verify
that it is provided, securely attached, and is legible.

Jim Feld was correct in his negative ROP ballet. The technical committee rejected the proposal to
require the General Information Sign in chapter 4, therefore the title change and reference to “general” should not have
been accepted. Only the reference to 4.1.8  and the word “provided” is needed to make it clear that this sign is to be
present on each system control valve, antifreeze loop, and auxiliary system control valve.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-67     Log #41

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Robert G. Caputo, Fire & Life Safety America

25-118
Add new text to read as follows:

The general information sign required by NFPA 13 Section 24.6.1 shall be inspected
annually to verify that it is securely attached and legible.

It is not the intent of this section to require verification of sprinkler system design criteria, storage
arrangements or building uses based upon the data provided on the general information sign.  The data provided is
intended to assist the local AHJ and others when an evaluation of the system is required by Section 4.1.5 of this
standard.  The general information sign is not required for systems installed prior to the NFPA 13 2007 edition.

The committee action on this proposal was AIP with the comment, "see Committee Action on Proposal
25-117 (Log #105)." While the existing sign referenced in 25-117 (Log #105) provides a part of the General Information
Sign referred to in this proposal, it provides substantially more data and is required by NFPA 13.  The goal of the
proposal (as I am the liaison from NFPA 13 SSI) was to add a requirement to verify presence of the required sign, as we
currently have for the Hydraulic Calculations Placard.  Please reconsider and accept this proposal as submitted.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-68     Log #79

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-118
Accept proposal 25-118 as submitted with the following changes. Added text is highlighted:

The general information sign required by NFPA 13 Section 24.6.1 shall be inspected
annually to verify that it is provided, is securely attached and legible.

It is not the intent of this section to require verification of sprinkler system design criteria, storage arrangements
or building uses based upon the data provided on the general information sign. The data provided is intended to assist
the local AHJ and others when an evaluation of the system is required by Section 4.1.5 of this standard. The general
information sign is not required for systems installed prior to the NFPA 13 2007 edition.

The technical committee was wrong in referencing the action on proposal 25-117. Jim Feld is correct
in his negative ballot on 25-117 because the committee rejected proposal 25-72. Referring to a specific section in NFPA
13 is not appropriate because that section number could change from one edition to the next. Adding a statement to
verify that the sign is provided is necessary because the current language only requires securely attached and legible
which doesn’t require any action if the sign is missing. The annex text is necessary because it refers to the edition of
NFPA 13 when the General Information Sign first became a requirement.

Reinsert "provided is" back into the ROP text. The revised text should read as follows:
The general information sign required by NFPA 13 Section 24.6.1 shall be inspected

annually to verify that it is provided, and is securely attached and legible.
It is not the intent of this section to require verification of sprinkler system design criteria, storage arrangements

or building uses based upon the data provided on the general information sign. The data provided is intended to assist
the local AHJ and others when an evaluation of the system is required by Section 4.1.5 of this standard. The general
information sign is not required for systems installed prior to the NFPA 13, 2007 edition.

The term "provided is" was added back into the section as that is what was intended by the
submitter as illustrated by the substantiation.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-69     Log #162

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-318
Reconsider proposal 25-318 with changes to the requirement in the main body as well as to the

annex text as follows:
The normal life expectancy of a gauge is between 10 and 15 years. A gauge can be permitted to have a reading

with an error of ±3 percent of the maximum (full scale) gauge reading. For example, a gauge having 200 psi (13.8 bar)
maximum radius installed on a system with 60 psi (4.1 bar) normal pressure can be permitted if the gauge reads from 54
psi to 66 psi (3.7 bar to 4.5 bar).

Gauges not accurate to within 3 percent of the full at any point on the scale shall be recalibrated or replaced.
A gauge can be permitted to have a reading with an error of ±3 percent at any point along the scale of the

maximum (full scale) gauge reading. For example, a gauge having 200 psi (13.8 bar) maximum radius installed can be
permitted to read from 194 psi to 206 psi when tested against a calibrated gauge reading 200 psi, and on a system with
60 psi (4.1 bar) normal pressure can be permitted if the gauge reads to read from 58.2 psi to 61.8 psi (3.7 bar to 4.5
bar). when tested against a calibrated gauge reading 60 psi

This requirement as currently written doesn’t make logical sense, and could lead to false readings of
gauges that could result in air pressures being set wrong on dry systems, and pressure reducing valves being set wrong
on wet systems and standpipe systems. Most gauges installed on systems are either 250 psi or 300 psi. The current
wording and annex text would allow for a 7.5 psi or 9 psi swing in either direction. That means if a 250 gauge is used for
the air pressure reading on a dry system where the manufacturer requires 40 psi air pressure, the gauge could actually
read anywhere from 32.5 psi and 47.5 psi and be considered accurate. At the low side of this allowance, the valve could
trip and at the high side the water delivery time would be delayed. The change proposed allows for a reasonable range
of variation without affecting system performance.

Pressure gauges installed on water based fire protection systems are ASME B40.1 Commercial
Grade B gauges that have an accuracy of ±3-2-3% over the full scale of the gauge coordinating with the current
provisions of NFPA 25.  The provisions of NFPA 25 cannot require a greater gauge accuracy than that prescribed by the
installation standard.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-70     Log #63

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Tracey D. Bellamy, Telgian Corporation

25-120
Accept the proposal as originally submitted.

The potential for all of gauges to be equally “spiked” is nearly nonexistent and should not warrant
additional testing.

Where multiple system risers contain gauges that all are reading within an acceptable range, it
is apparent that they are functioning to accepted tolerances and do not need further investigation.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-71     Log #CC5

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Systems,

25-38
1) Revise definition of premixed antifreeze to read as follows(ROP-25-37):

3.6.4.1.1 Premixed Antifreeze Solution. A mixture of an antifreeze material with water that is prepared and factory-mixed
by the manufacturer at a factory with a quality control procedure in place that ensures that the antifreeze solution
remains homogeneous and that the concentration is as specified.
2) Revise the testing requirements of section 5.3.4 as follows:
5.3.4* Antifreeze Systems. Annually, before the onset of freezing weather, the antifreeze solution shall be tested using
the following procedure:
(1) Using installation records, maintenance records, information from the owner, chemical tests, or other reliable sources
of information, the type of antifreeze in the system shall be determined.
a) If the type of antifreeze is found to be a type that is no longer permitted, the system shall be drained completely and
replaced with an acceptable solution.
b) If the type of antifreeze cannot be reliably determined, then the system shall be drained completely and replaced with
an acceptable solution.
(2) If the antifreeze is not replaced in accordance with step 1, test samples shall be taken at the top of each system and
at the bottom of each system.
a) If the most remote portion of the system is not near the top or the bottom of the system, an additional sample shall be
taken at the most remote portion.
b) If the connection to the water supply piping is not near the top or the bottom of the system, an additional sample shall
be taken at the connection to the water supply.
(3) The specific gravity of each solution shall be checked using a hydrometer with a suitable scale or a refractometer
having a scale calibrated for the antifreeze solution.
(4) If any of the samples exhibits a concentration in excess of what is permitted by NFPA 25, the system shall be
emptied and refilled with a new acceptable solution. If a concentration greater than what is currently permitted by NFPA
25 was necessary to keep the fluid from freezing, alternate methods of preventing the pipe from freezing shall be
employed.
(5) If any of the samples exhibits a concentration lower than what is necessary to keep the fluid from freezing, the
system shall  be emptied and refilled with a new acceptable solution.
5.3.4.1 The use of antifreeze solutions shall be in conformity with state and local health regulations.
5.3.4.1.1* Listed CPVC sprinkler pipe and fittings shall be protected from freezing with glycerin only. The use of
diethylene, ethylene, or propylene glycols shall be specifically prohibited.
5.3.4.2 Except as permitted by 5.3.4.2.1 and 5.3.4.2.2, all antifreeze systems shall utilize listed antifreeze solutions.
5.3.4.2.1* For systems installed prior to September 30, 2012, listed antifreeze solutions shall not be required until
September 30, 2022 where all of the following conditions are met:
(1)* The concentration of the antifreeze solution shall be limited to 50% glycerin by volume or 40% propylene glycol by
volume.
(2) Newly introduced solutions shall be factory premixed antifreeze solutions (chemically pure or United States
Pharmacopoeia 96.5%).
(3)*Antifreeze systems with concentrations in excess of 30% propylene glycol and 38% glycerine shall be permitted
based upon an approved deterministic risk assessment prepared by a qualified person approved by the AHJ.
5.3.4.2.2 Premixed antifreeze solutions of propylene glycol exceeding 30% concentration by volume shall be permitted
for use with ESFR sprinklers where the ESFR sprinklers are listed for such use in a specific application.
5.3.4.3 The antifreeze solution shall be tested at its most remote portion and where it interfaces with the wet pipe
system.
5.3.4.4 Where antifreeze systems have a capacity larger than 150 gal (568 L), tests at one additional point for every 100
gal (379 L)
shall be made.
5.3.4.4.1 If the results indicate an incorrect freeze point at any point in the system, the system shall be drained and
refilled with new
premixed antifreeze.
5.3.4.4.2 For premixed solutions, the manufacturer’s instructions shall be permitted to be used with regard to the
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number of test points
and refill procedure.
A.5.3.4 Sampling from the top and bottom of the system helps to determine if the solution has settled. Antifreeze
solutions are heavier than water. If the antifreeze compound is separating from the water due to poor mixing, it will
exhibit a higher concentration in the
lower portion of the system than in the upper portion of the system. If the concentration is acceptable near the top, but
too low near the water connection, it may mean that the system is becoming diluted near the water supply. If the
concentration is either too high or
too low in both the samples, it may mean that the wrong concentration was added to the system.
Two or three times during the freezing season, test samples can be drawn from test valve B as shown in Figure
7.6.2.1(1) of NFPA 13, especially if the water portion of the system has been drained for maintenance or repairs. A small
hydrometer can be used so that a
small sample is sufficient. Where water appears at valve B, or where the sample indicates that the solution has become
weakened, the entire system should be emptied and refilled with acceptable solution as previously described.
See Figure A.5.3.4 for expected minimum air temperatures in 48 of the United States and parts of Canada where the
lowest one-day mean temperature can be used as one method of determining the minimum reasonable air temperature.
In situations where the piping
containing the antifreeze solution is protected in some way from exposure to the outside air, higher minimum
temperatures can be anticipated.
Where systems are drained in order to be refilled, it is not typically necessary to drain drops. Most systems with drops
have insufficient volume to cause a problem, even if slightly higher concentration solutions collect in the drops. For
drops in excess of 36
in., consideration should be given to draining drops if there is evidence that unacceptably high concentrations of
antifreeze have collected in these long drops.
When emptying and refilling antifreeze solutions, every attempt should be made to recycle the old solution with the
antifreeze manufacturer rather than discarding it.

(Renumber Figure A.5.3.4.1 from the 2011 edition as Figure A.5.3.4)

A.5.3.4.1.1 Where inspecting antifreeze systems employing listed CPVC piping, the solution should be verified to be
glycerin based.
A.5.3.4.2.1 It is assumed that all antifreeze systems installed after September 30, 2012 will meet the minimum
requirements of NFPA 13, 2013 Edition. For systems installed after September 30, 2012, that do not meet the
requirements of the 2013 edition of NFPA 13, consideration should be given to applying 5.3.4.2.1.
A.5.3.4.2.1(1) The use of factory premixed solutions is required because solutions that are not mixed properly have a
possibility of separating from the water, allowing the pure concentrate (which is heavier than water) to drop out of
solution and collect in drops or
low points of the system. Such concentrations are combustible and could present problems during fires. The properties
of glycerin and propylene glycol are shown in Table A.5.3.4.2.1(1).

A.5.3.4.2.1(3) Antifreeze solutions with a maximum concentration of 38% glycerine or 30% propylene glycol do not
require a deterministic hazard analysis. The risk assessment should be prepared by individual(s) who can demonstrate
an ability to prepare a risk assessment by education and experience and who can demonstrate an understanding of the
issues associated with antifreeze sprinkler systems, including the available related fire tests. For additional information
regarding the risk assessment process, documentation to be submitted, and the AHJ’s role, refer to NFPA 551, Guide
for the Evaluation of Fire Risk Assessments, and the SFPE Engineering Guide: Fire Risk Assessment.
Propylene glycol and glycerin antifreeze solutions discharged from sprinklers have the potential to ignite under certain
conditions. Research testing has indicated that several variables may influence the potential for large-scale ignition of
the antifreeze solution discharged from a sprinkler. These variables include, but are not limited to, the concentration of
antifreeze solution, sprinkler discharge characteristics, inlet pressure at the sprinkler, ceiling height, and size of fire at
the time of sprinkler discharge. All relevant data and information should be carefully reviewed and considered in the
deterministic risk assessment.
As appropriate, the risk assessment should consider factors such as:
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1. Occupancy use group per NFPA 13
2. Ceiling height
3. Antifreeze solution concentration and type
4. Maximum system pressure (normal static pressures)
5. Sprinkler type, including k Factor
6. Potential and actual fuel load (Christmas trees)
7. Type of structure (construction types)
8. Size of structure
9. Ability of the sprinkler system to control the fire
10. Occupied spaces -vs- unoccupied spaces (such as trash enclosures, dust collectors…etc)
a) Adjacent occupancies (spaces adjacent to the area protected by antifreeze systems)
b) Separation between areas protected with an antifreeze system and other areas
c) Ventilation of areas protected with an antifreeze system to prevent damage to adjacent areas
d) Duration of antifreeze discharge

Tests summarized in Table A.5.3.4.2.1(3) show that large-scale ignition of the sprinkler spray did not occur in tests with
50% glycerine and 40% propylene glycol antifreeze solutions discharging onto a fire having a nominal Heat Release
Rate (HRR) of 1.4 MW. A deterministic risk assessment that demonstrates that the heat release rate for reasonably
credible fire scenarios will be less than 1.4 MW at the time of sprinkler activation should be acceptable. The risk
assessment should also address issues associated with  management of change, such as change in occupancy and
temporary fuel loads. A
natural Christmas tree can result in a HRR well above 1.4 MW at the time of sprinkler activation.
In addition to the variables identified above, the deterministic risk assessment should include occupancy, quantity of
solution, impact on life safety, and potential increase in heat release rate.
In addition to the variables identified above, the deterministic risk assessment should include the overall impact on life
safety and potential increase in heat release rate.
The following is a list of research reports that have been issued by the Fire Protection Research Foundation related to
the use of antifreeze in sprinkler systems that should be considered in the development of the deterministic risk
assessment:
1. Antifreeze Systems in Home Fire Sprinkler Systems – Literature Review and Research Plan, Fire Protection
Research Foundation, June 2010.
2. Antifreeze Systems in Home Fire Sprinkler Systems – Phase II Final Report, Fire Protection Research Foundation,
December 2010.
3. Antifreeze Solutions Supplied through Spray Sprinklers – Interim Report, Fire Protection Research
Foundation,February 2012.

Table A.5.3.4.2.1(3) provides an overview of the testing conducted by the Fire Protection Research Foundation.

**Insert Table A.5.3.4.2.1_3.doc**

The information provided in the Fire Protection Research Foundation report “Antifreeze Solutions
Supplied through Spray Sprinklers: Interim Report” illustrates that under certain conditions (pressure, fire size,k-factor,
ceiling height, deflector design…etc) a 50% glycerine solution is capable of igniting and causing a dramatic increase in
heat release rate with a stronger ignition source. In addition, sprinklers with larger orifices that require lower pressure
than typical residential sprinklers and potentially a larger droplet distribution also ignited.After apparently successfully
using antifreeze solutions for years, several changes in codes, sprinkler system materials,
and industry practices have converged, resulting in an identifiable problem with past usage of antifreeze in sprinkler
systems. Once the issue of ignition of antifreeze solutions became an apparent problem, code changes and research to
determine appropriate code changes were needed. The modifications made here are consistent with the TIAs passed in
2011 and 2012 and apply the research conducted by The Fire Protection Research Foundation to NFPA 25, for the
testing, inspection and maintenance of existing antifreeze systems.
These changes require the use of Listed Antifreeze Solutions for systems installed after September 30, 2012. Using
listed antifreeze solutions will ensure that the solution discharged from a sprinkler system will not ignite or cause a
dramatic increase in heat release rate of a fire. The process for developing listed products will also allow for a continued
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improvement in fire and life safety in environments meeting the NFPA Codes and Standards.
These changes allow for the continued acceptance of currently listed ESFR Antifreeze Systems. The listing process has
already shown that, in some cases, it is possible to use current antifreeze solutions to provide the level of protection
prescribed by NFPA 13. For this reason, it is proposed to allow the continued use of propylene-glycol solutions in
systems and in protection scenarios that have been thoroughly tested to demonstrate such results. There are ESFR
systems currently available that have been specifically tested and listed with a specific model of sprinkler and solution
delivery method that provide an appropriate level of protection as to be considered “Early Suppression”.
These changes allow for the continued use of propylene glycol up to 30% and glycerine up to 38%. Factory Mutual
testing reported in FM Technical Report J.L.0003004619 K-25 Suppression Mode Sprinkler Protection for Areas Subject
to Freezing has identified that a concentration up to 30% propylene glycol will not increase the heat release rate.
Additionally, the MSDS sheets on propylene glycol identifies that a concentration of 30% does not have a flash point (as
would be present with a combustible liquid). Prior testing of the residential sprinklers and antifreeze has shown that 50%
glycerine has a similar response to fire as 40% propylene glycol. Based on the concentrations from the residential
sprinkler tests, a concentration of 38% glycerine was considered to be equivalent to 30% propylene glycol
These changes allow for continued uses of propylene glycol between 30% and 40% and of glycerin between 38% and
50% only when they are approved based upon a deterministic risk assessment.
In response to the Standards Council’s Final Decision on TIA 1068 (D #12-3),  several modifications to the original TIAs
have been included.
The Committee has added that at least 10 items that should be taken into consideration during the risk assessment,
including language that should limit the “occupied vs unoccupied” evaluation to those portions of buildings that would be
completely unoccupied (“ ”). The Committee has diligently attempted to
include items that were discussed during the original development of these changes and some items that have been
recommended by the Council. We have
included references to and to the for additional direction to the AHJ that will be
required to allow and approve any risk evaluation that may be performed.
Second, the Standards Council indicated that more guidance is needed as to who may perform the work described in
the “Risk Assessment Provision”. The committee has chosen the following language to describe the entity that is to
perform this Assessment: “…prepared by a qualified person approved by the AHJ.” Currently, there is no single
standard or qualification for entities that may be qualified to perform this assessment. Rather, many jurisdictions have
different levels
of minimum experience and knowledge required for these assessments. Therefore, the AHJ should determine the
acceptability of the entity that will be performing this evaluation. The Committee has added language to the Annex
material for this section that will advise the AHJ regarding appropriate levels of knowledge, experience and reporting
that should be required of these entities. This closely tracks with language currently found in NFPA 25, NFPA 3, NFPA
72 and other standards regarding qualifications. Additionally, many jurisdictions will have laws and regulations in place
that govern the qualifications of these entities.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-72     Log #17

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
J. William Sheppard, Sheppard & Associates, LLC

25-127
Return to wording of the 2011 edition of NFPA 25.

As stated in the negative ballots, there is no technical justification for this change. As an example, a
portion of a sprinkler system my be removed from the premesis of the building for many reasons, and as long as the
sprinkler heads show no ill effects in use, it would seem perfectly acceptable to use these heads as long as the
occupancy conditions are properly matched. Just because NFPA 13 makes a misstatement, does not mean this
document should compound it.

This would create a conflict with the provisions of NFPA 13, Standard for the Installation of
Sprinkler Systems.
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Table A.5.3.4.2.1(1) Properties of Glycerin and Propylene Glycol 
 Freezing Point 

Material Solution 
(% by volume) 

Specific Gravity at 77°F 
(25°C) 

°F °C 

Glycerin (C.P. or U.S.P. 
grade) 

0 1.000 32 0 

 5 1.014 31 -0.5 
 10 1.029 28 -2.2 
 15 1.043 25 -3.9 
 20 1.059 20 -6.7 
 25 1.071 16 -8.9 
 30 1.087 10 -12 
 35 1.100 4 -15.5 
 40 1.114 -2 -19 
 45 1.130 -11 -24 
 50 1.141 -19 -28 

 
Propylene glycol 0 1.000 32 0 
 5 1.004 26 -3 
 10 1.008 25 -4 
 15 1.012 22 -6 
 20 1.016 19 -7 
 25 1.020 15 -10 
 30 1.024 11 -12 
 35 1.028 2 -17 
 40 1.032 -6 -21 
 



1 
NFPA 25 Log #CC5 Table A.5.3.4.2.1(3) Rec A2013 ROC 

 

Topic Information 
Scope of Sprinklers 
Tested 

The following sprinklers were used during the residential sprinkler research program 
described in the report dated December 2010: 

• Residential pendent style having nominal K-factors of 3.1, 4.9 and 7.4 gpm/psi1/2 
• Residential concealed pendent style having a nominal K-factor of 4.9 gpm/psi1/2 
• Residential sidewall style having nominal K-factors of 4.2 and 5.5 gpm/psi1/2 

The following sprinklers were used during the spray sprinkler research program described 
in the report dated February 2012: 

• Residential pendent style having a nominal K-factor of 3.1 gpm/psi1/2 
• Standard spray pendent style having nominal K-factors of 2.8, 4.2, 5.6 and 8.0 

gpm/psi1/2 
• Standard spray concealed pendent style having a nominal K-factor of 5.6 

gpm/psi1/2 
•  Standard spray upright style having a nominal K-factor of 5.6 gpm/psi1/2 
• Standard spray extended coverage pendent style having a nominal K-factor of 

5.6 gpm/psi1/2 
Antifreeze Solution 
Concentration 

<50% Glycerine and <40% Propylene Glycol Antifreeze Solutions—Solutions were 
not tested. 
50% Glycerine and 40% Propylene Glycol Antifreeze Solutions—Large scale ignition 
of the sprinkler spray did not occur in tests with sprinkler discharge onto a fire having a 
nominal Heat Release Rate (HRR) of 1.4 MW.  Large scale ignition of the sprinkler spray 
occurred in multiple tests with sprinkler discharge onto a fire having a nominal HRR of 3.0 
MW.   
55% Glycerine and 45% Propylene Glycol Antifreeze Solutions – Large scale ignition 
of the sprinkler spray occurred in tests with sprinkler discharge onto a fire having a 
nominal HRR of 1.4 MW.   
>55% Glycerine and >45% Propylene Glycol Antifreeze Solutions -- Large scale 
ignition of the sprinkler spray occurred in tests with sprinkler discharge onto a fire having 
a HRR of less than 500 kW.  
70% Glycerine and 60% Propylene Glycol Antifreeze Solutions – Maximum antifreeze 
solution concentrations tested. 

Sprinkler Inlet Pressure Large scale ignition of the sprinkler discharge spray was not observed when the sprinkler 
inlet pressure was 50 psi or less for tests using 50% glycerine or 40% propylene glycol. 

Ceiling Height When discharging 50% glycerine and 40% propylene glycol antifreeze solutions onto fires 
having a HRR of 1.4 MW, no large scale ignition of the sprinkler spray was observed with 
ceiling heights up to 20 ft.   
 
When discharging 50% glycerine and 40% propylene glycol antifreeze solutions onto fires 
having a HRR of 3.0 MW, large scale ignition of the sprinkler spray was observed at a 
ceiling height of 20 ft.   
 
 
 

Fire Control The test results described in the test reports December 2010 and February 2012 indicated 
that discharging glycerine and propylene glycol antifreeze solutions onto a fire can 
temporarily increase the fire size until water is discharged.   
 
As a part of the residential sprinkler research described in report dated December 2010, 
tests were conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of residential sprinklers to control fires 
involving furniture and simulated furniture.  The results of these tests indicated that 50% 
glycerine and 40% propylene glycol antifreeze solutions demonstrated the ability to 
control the furniture type fires in a manner similar to water.  
 
For standard spray type sprinklers, no tests were conducted to investigate the ability of 
these sprinklers to control the types and sizes of fires that these sprinklers are intended to 
protect.  
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-73     Log #25

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Kelly Nicolello, Western Regional Fire Code Development Committee

25-132
Add new text to read as follows:

The location of the cabinet shall be identified at the riser if the cabinet is not located next to the riser.
We agree with the negative of R. Ray. A small all-weather  sign would not add an exorbitant cost to the

owner.  If the owner does not want to place a sign than he will need to place the cabinet at the riser as per NFPA 13.

During the performance of routine maintenance, the sprinkler contractor can ask the owner
where the spare sprinkler cabinet is located.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-74     Log #8

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Donald H. J. Turno, Savannah River Nuclear Solutions

25-130
Revise text to read as follows:

A list of the sprinklers installed in the property shall be posted in the sprinkler cabinet or maintained
electronically.

If the standard can allow electronic records of insp, testing and maintenance then you should also be
able to maintain system information electronically.  There are many commercial available software available that can
assist with gathering and monitoring this type of data.

The provisions of NFPA 25 should not include requirements that differ from the installation
criteria established by NFPA 13, Standard for the Installation of Sprinkler Systems. This language was correlated with
the 2013 editions of NFPA 13 and 13R, Standard for the Installation of Sprinkler Systems in Low-Rise Residential
Occupancies. The submitter is encouraged to submit  public input to NFPA 13R and 13 for the upcoming revision cycle.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-75     Log #35

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Larry Keeping, Professional Loss Control

25-144
Delete entirely the proposed revision to 6.2.3 and retain the current text concerning Hydraulic

Design Information Signs:
6.2.3*   Hydraulic Design Information Sign.   When provided, the hydraulic design information sign for standpipe systems
shall be inspected annually to verify that it is attached securely, and is legible.

NFPA 25 should not be imposing retroactive installation requirements on existing systems, but that is
what this proposal seems to trying to do.  Since NFPA 14 never had a requirement for signs to identify pipe schedule
systems, neither should this standard. Further, NFPA 14 only started calling for these signs on hydraulically designed
systems about 20 years ago, in its 1993 edition (reference Proposal 14-18, NFPA 14 – F92 TCR), so many thousands of
standpipe systems were installed without Hydraulic Information Signs prior to that. With this in mind, I would respectfully
suggest that for NFPA 25 to call for them now is totally inappropriate.
If this proposal goes into NFPA 25, it will be adding installation requirements, which is beyond the scope of the standard.

NFPA 14, Standard for the Installation of Standpipe and Hose Systems requires signs for both
hydraulically calculated and pipe scheduled types of systems.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-76     Log #146

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James S. Peterkin, Heery International

25-144
Reject Comment 25-144 (Log #137).

As noted in the negative ballots, this standard does not address the adequacy of the design of the
system. The hydraulic placard requirement is already provided in NFPA 13 where it belongs (provide the sign as part of
an installation or modification to a system).
Requiring this information retroactively places an undue burden on a building owner. When and if an owner decides to
modify an existing system, the hydraulic design information can be re-created/re-evaluated as part of the construction
project (as would be required by NFPA 13).

NFPA 14, Standard for the Installation of Standpipe and Hose Systems requires signs for both
hydraulically calculated and pipe scheduled types of systems.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-77     Log #12

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
J. William Sheppard, Sheppard & Associates, LLC

25-144
Reject this proposal.

Agree with negative ballots that there are many ways to record and keep up with the data required by
the interpretation of the present wording of Section 6.2.3.

NFPA 14, Standard for the Installation of Standpipe and Hose Systems requires signs for both
hydraulically calculated and pipe scheduled types of systems.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-78     Log #18

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
J. William Sheppard, Sheppard & Associates, LLC

25-144
Reject the revisions, deletions and additions to the referenced paragraphs, and return to wording

presently in the NFPA 25, 2011 edition.
See negative ballot comments relative to other means of maintaining information pertinent to the

required information. Signage can be damaged, missing, and with today’s electronic methodology to retain data,
increased signage usage is not necessary.

NFPA 14, Standard for the Installation of Standpipe and Hose Systems requires signs for both
hydraulically calculated and pipe scheduled types of systems.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-79     Log #82

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Nichole C. Fraley, Underwood Fire Equipment, Inc.

25-144
Revise text to read as follows:

When provided, the hydraulic design information sign for standpipe
systems shall be inspected annually to verify that it provided, is attached securely, and is legible.

A standpipe system that was not sized by hydraulic design shall have a hydraulic design information sign that
reads "Pipe Schedule System". The hydraulic design information can be maintained electronically by the owner or
designated representative.
Delete Section 6.2.3.3 entirely.

Most signs cannot be read due to water corrosion or damage from years of installation. Also, the
purpose of NFPA 25 is to inspect what is existing, not to try and impose code changes from the original installation.

1)do not accept 6.2.3,  as proposed by submitter (retain ROP text)
2)retain the new sentence 6.2.3.1 from ROP 25-144
3)do not accept revised 6.2.3.2,
4)retain the proposed 6.2.3.2 from ROP 25-144
5)delete the proposed 6.2.3.3 from ROP 25-144

The Committee believes this is the appropriate steps to align with 5.2.6 (See the Action on
5.2.6, 25-75 (Log #35) and the requirement of NFPA 14, Standard for the Installation of Standpipe and Hose Systems to
provide a sign for pipe scheduled systems.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-80     Log #80

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-145
Modify the committee action by changing the section numbers and adding new text as shown and

highlighted below:

6.3.1.1* A flow test shall be conducted every 5 years on all automatic standpipe systems at the hydraulically most
remote hose connections of each zone of an automatic standpipe system to verify that the required flow and pressure
are available at the hydraulically most remote hose value outlet(s) while flowing the standpipe system demand. the
water supply still provides the design pressure at the required flow.
6.3.1.2.1.1 Where a flow test of the hydraulically most remote outlet(s) is not practical, the authority having jurisdiction

shall be consulted for the appropriate location for the test.
6.3.1.2* The standpipe system demand shall include 500 GPM for the first standpipe and 250 GPM for each additional

standpipe until the total system demand is simultaneously flowing.
A.6.3.1.2 When the standpipe system was accepted, NFPA 14 required that each additional standpipe be flowed to

simulate the hydraulic calculations. Typically the lowest hose valve was used to create this simultaneous flow so hoses
wouldn’t have to be run all the way down each standpipe.
6.3.1.2.1* The 250 GPM required from each additional standpipe shall be allowed to be flowed from the most

convenient hose valve on that standpipe
A.6.3.1.2.1 Since the pressures at each standpipe aren’t required to be balanced by NFPA 14 or 25 any hose valve on

the standpipe can be flowed to achieve the additional 250 GPM needed. It may be more convenient to use a hose valve
on an upper level rather the lowest one on the standpipe.
6.3.1.2.2* Where the 250 GPM cannot be flowed from each additional standpipe the authority having jurisdiction shall

determine where the additional flow can be taken.
A.6.3.1.2.2 In some instances it isn’t reasonable to attach a hose to a standpipe to provide this additional flow point.

The AHJ can allow the additional flow be made at other outlets on the standpipe system such as from another
standpipe, or from the fire pump test header. Although the results of having the flow points somewhere else in the
standpipe system won’t match the hydraulic calculations, the test will still prove that the most remote standpipe can
provide the necessary flow and pressure required for fire department use while simultaneously flowing the full system
demand.
6.3.1.3 All systems shall be flow tested and pressure tested at the requirements for The standpipe system demand

shall be based on the design criteria in effect at the time of the installation.
6.3.1.3.1 Where the standpipe system demand cannot be determined, the authority having jurisdiction shall determine

the standpipe system demand.
1. I agree with the committee action that manual standpipes do not have to be flow tested once every

five years. These standpipes rely on the fire department providing flow and pressure through the FDC which can be
adjusted as needed during a fire event to provide the required pressure at each hose connection. To perform this flow
test would require a fire department pumper or a portable fire pump be used to simulate the fire department flow and
pressure it was designed for. The hydrostatic test of a manual dry standpipe required by 6.3.2 should be sufficient to
determine the integrity of the piping system, and the internal inspection of piping required by 14.2 should be sufficient to
determine if there are any blockages in the system.
2. The text still isn’t clear about the amount of flow in GPM that needs to be realized when conducting this test. Some

users of NFPA 25 believe that only the flow necessary for the first standpipe is required by this section and that the
additional flows from additional standpipes can be ignored. This test should simulate as closely as possible the original
acceptance test of the standpipe system, which required the entire system demand be flowed simultaneously, with 500
GPM flowing from the first and 250 GPM from each additional one until system demand is realized. The NFPA 25 test
should verify that the original design total flow and pressure can still be provided by the water supply.
3. This section was renumbered to meet the manual of style.
4. Annex text was added to provide clarity to the requirements.

Add the term Class I and III to 6.3.1.1 and accept the remainder of the comment as submitted.
6.3.1.1 should read as follows:
6.3.1.1* A flow test shall be conducted every 5 years on all Class I and Class III  automatic standpipe systems at the
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hydraulically most remote hose connections of each zone of an automatic standpipe system to verify that the required
flow and pressure are available at the hydraulically most remote hose value outlet(s) while flowing the standpipe system
demand. the water supply still provides the design pressure at the required flow.

Class II standpipes should not be tested at 500 GPM. The revised text clarifies that the intent is
to only consider Class I and III standpipes.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-81     Log #57

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James M. Feld, University of California

25-145
Revise text below as follows:

Accept the original proposal – 25-145:

A flow test shall be conducted every 5 years on all standpipe systems at the hydraulically most remote hose
connections of each zone of an automatic standpipe system to verify that the required flow and pressure are available at
the hydraulically most remote hose value outlet(s) while flowing the standpipe system demand. the water supply still
provides the design pressure at the required flow.

Where a flow test of the hydraulically most remote outlet(s) is not practical, the authority having jurisdiction
shall be consulted for the appropriate location for the test.

All systems shall be flow tested and pressure tested at the requirements for The standpipe system demand
shall be based on the design criteria in effect at the time of the installation. Where the standpipe system demand cannot
be determined, the authority having jurisdiction shall determine
the standpipe system demand.

The Committee needs to reconsider its action to Accept in Principle because the result of the
Committee’s action has been to reject the original proposal.  The Committee’s Statement to justify the AIP vote was
“The 5 year hydrostatic test is still required for manual standpipe systems, which should provide verification that system
is in working order.”
The Committee Statement is flawed.  The requirement for a hydrostatic test does not apply the standpipe systems that

are a part of a combined standpipe/sprinkler system.  Most of the standpipe systems installed today are combined
systems.  A hydrostatic test does little to ensure the standpipe system “is in working order”.  While a hydrostatic test will
ensure the integrity of the piping it does nothing to ensure that the proper flow and pressure are available.  The piping
could be completely obstructed and pass a hydrostatic test.  The same system will not be capable of flowing the
required system demand.  This is dangerous to the firefighters who must use the standpipe system to extinguish a fire.
These systems will never be hydrostatically or tested for flow and pressure.  A hydrostatic test is not comparable to a
flow test.
Firefighters rely on standpipe systems to fight fires:
1.  when the building is not protected with a fire sprinkler system, or
2. when the fire sprinkler system is out of service as occurs during a tenant improvement or other modification, or
3. when the fire overwhelms the fire sprinkler system, or
4. to complete extinguishment of a fire that is controlled by a fire sprinkler system.
In any case, the reliance the fire fighter places on a standpipe system must be without question.  Firefighters train on

supplying standpipe systems assuming the FDC is inoperable by supplying the standpipe using the first floor hose valve
(unless it is a PRV) because experience has taught them that systems deteriorate over time and things break (nothing
lasts forever  - or even the life of a building).  It is very important that a standpipe system is operable and capable of
supplying the proper flow at the proper pressure in order for firefighters to effectively fight a fire to save lives and
property and protect the firefighters themselves.
The first edition of NFPA 25 recognized the value of having a reliable standpipe system by requiring ALL standpipe

systems to be tested for flow and pressure.  The 2002 edition changed flow testing of all standpipe systems to flow
testing of only automatic standpipe systems.  The Committee's Substantiation was:
“Manual wet and dry standpipe systems have no automatic water supply requirements.  Some building owners and
AHJ's are conducting flow tests on manual wet systems but are asking for pass/fail criteria for these tests.  There are
none, unless one considers 500 gpm @ 65 psi as the test criteria, but then a manual pump must be brought in and it will
simply pump elevated volumes and pressures until the standpipe passes the 65 psi criteria.”
The Committee's Substantiation was misguided as NFPA 25 had requirements for flow testing standpipes.  From the

1998 edition of NFPA 25: Section 3-3.1.1:
“A flow test shall be conducted at the hydraulically most remote hose connection of each zone of a standpipe system to

verify the water supply still adequately provides the design pressure at the required flow.”
And also in Section 3.3.1.3:
“All systems shall be flow tested and pressure tested at the requirements in effect at the time of the installation.”
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Therefore, the Committee was in error as NFPA 25 did provide test criteria.
NFPA 14 requires an acceptance test of standpipe systems.  If it is done at the beginning of the life of a standpipe

system, then it should also be conducted at 5 year intervals to ensure it is operable during a crisis.
NFPA 25 currently requires a flow test for all automatic standpipe systems.  This includes Class II standpipe systems.

Class II systems are for occupant use.  Many occupants are directed to not use such standpipes as they are not trained.
Hose for Class II standpipe systems is not required in buildings protected with a fire sprinkler system and yet NFPA 25
requires the Class II standpipe system to be flow tested. REALLY!!
NFPA 25 requires the following systems and devices to be flow tested:

Water spray systems
Foam-water systems
Backflow Preventers
Pressure reducing valves
Fire Pumps
Fire Hydrants
These are all good tests that are necessary to ensure the reliability of the system or device.  However, if Proposal

25-145 is AIP, NFPA 25 will not require a flow and pressure test for manual standpipe systems meaning that NFPA 25 is
more concerned about the reliability of a water spray system for a transformer at a power plant, than the reliability of a
manual standpipe system to protect a building, its occupants, and the firefighters who will fight the fire.
To those who believe that this is outside the scope of NFPA 25, please consider that the title of the document includes

the word “TESTING”.  The 2011 scope includes the word “TESTING”.  The newly proposed scope (Proposal 25-7)
includes the word “TESTING”. Establishing pass/fail criteria for a test is necessary or the test is meaningless.

This is a very serious issue and the Committee must consider the ramifications of the consequences of this proposal.

Delete the term "automatic" from 6.3.1.1.
No other modifications to the standard based on this comment.

The remainder of the submitters proposed changes are covered in 25-80 (Log #80). Also in
25-80 (Log #80) the TC modified the application of this section to Class I and III standpipes as opposed to all systems
recommended by the submitter.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-82     Log #81

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Nichole C. Fraley, Underwood Fire Equipment, Inc.

25-145
Revise text to read as follows:

In a multizone system, 500 gpm should be flowed out of the most remote standpipe outlet per Section 6.3.1.1 in
addition to flowing the difference between that and the rated capacity of the installed fire pump through the test header.

According to NFPA 14, through all the editions and changes, 500 gpm has remained constant for the
first standpipe in a system.
To properly test that most remote standpipe outlet has the required pressure while flowing at the pumps rated capacity

this test must be conducted.

Flow rates associated with these test were addressed in 25-80 (Log #80). Additional flows
should through the test header are permitted where approved by the AHJ.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-83     Log #163

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-320
Reconsider proposal 25-320 with changes to the requirement in the main body as well as to the

annex text as follows:
The normal life expectancy of a gauge is between 10 and 15 years. A gauge can be permitted to have a reading

with an error of ±3 percent of the maximum (full scale) gauge reading. For example, a gauge having 200 psi (13.8 bar)
maximum radius installed on a system with 60 psi (4.1 bar) normal pressure can be permitted if the gauge reads from 54
psi to 66 psi (3.7 bar to 4.5 bar).

Gauges not accurate to within 3 percent of the full at any point on the scale shall be recalibrated or replaced.
A gauge can be permitted to have a reading with an error of ±3 percent at any point along the scale of the

maximum (full scale) gauge reading. For example, a gauge having 200 psi (13.8 bar) maximum radius installed can be
permitted to read from 194 psi to 206 psi when tested against a calibrated gauge reading 200 psi, and on a system with
60 psi (4.1 bar) normal pressure can be permitted if the gauge reads to read from 58.2 psi to 61.8 psi (3.7 bar to 4.5
bar). when tested against a calibrated gauge reading 60 psi

This requirement as currently written doesn’t make logical sense, and could lead to false readings of
gauges that could result in air pressures being set wrong on dry systems, and pressure reducing valves being set wrong
on wet systems and standpipe systems. Most gauges installed on standpipe systems are either 250 psi or 300 psi. The
current wording and annex text would allow for a 7.5 psi or 9 psi swing in either direction. That means if a 300 gauge is
used for the outlet of a pressure reducing valve that is supposed to be set at 175 psi, the gauge could actually read
anywhere from 166 psi to 184 psi and be considered accurate. At the low side of this allowance, the hydraulic
calculations may not work and at the high side the components are exceeding their rated pressure. The change
proposed allows for a reasonable range of variation without affecting system performance.

Pressure gauges installed on water based fire protection systems are ASME B40.1 Commercial
Grade B gauges that have an accuracy of ±3-2-3% over the full scale of the gauge coordinating with the current
provisions of NFPA 25.  The provisions of NFPA 25 cannot require a greater gauge accuracy than that prescribed by the
installation standard.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-84     Log #107

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-159
Accept proposal 25-159, which would have the effect of deleting all of section 7.3.1 and its

subsections.
Section 7.3.1 requires flow tests to determine whether the piping underground is in good condition or

not.  The test requires three hydrants to be performed correctly, and even then, small differences in pressure readings
due to uncertainty in the gages produce large discrepancies in the C-factor calculation due to the exponential nature of
the formulas being used.  It is difficult, if not impossible to perform this test on any underground pipe not connected to a
fire hydrant, yet the committee refuses to put in an exception for underground mains with no fire hydrants downstream.
While this test does help to find other problems with underground piping, those other problems can be found through

the performance of the other tests already required by NFPA 25.

1) Delete 7.3.1.1 and renumber
2) Revise 7.3.1 by adding "serving hydrants" as shown below:
7.3.1* Underground and Exposed Piping Flow Tests. Underground and exposed piping serving hydrants shall be flow
tested to determine the internal condition of piping at minimum 5-year intervals.

The test is still necessary for larger looped systems. The modifications eliminate the need for
testing single-fed buildings.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-85     Log #6

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Roland J. Huggins, American Fire Sprinkler Association, Inc.

25-160
Delete the reference to Valves and Fire Pumps here and all other applicable chapters (Tables

5.5.1, 6.5.1, 9.6.1 (only Valves), 10.5.1, and 11.5.1).
As the proposal pointed out, there is no direction in this Table other than to go to other chapters.

Having such a reference makes sense in the ITM Tables but not the summary of action Tables.  As the TC said,
direction is already provided in Chapters 8 & 13 (where the user will go when working on these copmponents).  It’s
should also be noted that the different chapters are inconsistent.  Most leave these columns blank except for Ch 8 on
Valves and Chapters 10 & 11 on both valves and pumps.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-86     Log #26

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Gayle Pennel, Aon Fire Protection Engineering

25-44, 25-244, 25-247, 25-248, 25-325

****Insert Include 25_L26_R.doc Here****

This comment was prepared by the NFPA 25 Chapter 8 task Group consisting of Gayle Pennel, Bruce
Clark, David Fuller, Bill Sheppard, Darrell Underwood and John Whitney.
The intent of this section has been to require test frequency in section 8.3.1 to the nonflow testing described in 8.3.2,
however, the existing wording and formatting applies the test frequency to operating the pumps, but not to non-flow
testing. Non-flow test must be done but the frequency is . We don’t want to call
Shepphard on this.
Test frequency has been a heavily discussed and researched topic for several years which is continuing. A set of data

was submitted during the cycle for the 2008 edition by a group of owners and maintainers of fire pumps. This data was
presented to the committee as indicating a decreased test frequency on electric fire pumps did not “significantly” impact
“reliability however, “reliability” as used in the discussion of the data presentation was actually the failure rate, and did
not take into account the effect of test frequency on the fire pump reliability, i.e. the time between failure and discovery
of the failure affects reliability. Subsequently, the NFPA Research Council commissioned research and resulting “Fire
Pump Field Data Collection and Analysis Report” in 2011 (available for download at www.nfpa.org\Foundation) reported
that electric fire pumps tested weekly had a failure rate of approximately 0.64 per year. Assuming a failure rate
independent of the test frequency, and assuming that on the average, the impairment occurs at the midpoint of the test
interval, this failure rate provides approximately 99.4% reliability with weekly testing, and approximately 97.3% reliability
with monthly testing. Diesel engine fire pumps tested weekly had a failure rate of approximately 1.02 per year. Assuming
a failure rate independent of the test frequency, and assuming that on the average, the impairment occurs at the
midpoint of the test interval, this failure rate provides approximately 99.1% reliability with weekly testing and
approximately 96.0% reliability with monthly testing.
 Based on a reevaluation of past data and the recent NFRC report, monthly testing may be appropriate for some risks.
However this it is not acceptable for fire pump that serves facilities with high life safety and property risks. Further, this is
where the large majority of fire pumps are installed and utilized. The default testing frequency should be reverted back
to weekly with provisions for different test frequencies where they can be justified based on a full analysis of risk,
occupancy protected, and specific fire pump installation reliability/redundancy.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-92 (Log #CC1).
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Revise text to read as follows: 

Table 8.1.1.2 Summary of Fire Pump Inspection, Testing, and 
Maintenance  
Item  Frequency  Reference  
Inspection    
Pump house, heating ventilating 
louvers  

Weekly  8.2.2(1)  

Fire pump system  Weekly  8.2.2  
Test    
Pump operation    
No-flow condition   8.3.1  
Diesel engine driven fire pump  Weekly   
Electric motor driven fire pump  Monthly Weekly  
Flow condition  Annually  8.3.3  
Fire pump alarm signals  Annually  8.3.3.5  
Maintenance    
Hydraulic  Annually  8.5  
Mechanical transmission  Annually  8.5  
Electrical system  Varies  8.5  
Controller, various components  Varies  8.5  
Motor  Annually  8.5  
Diesel engine system, various 
components  

Varies  8.5  

 

 

8.3* Testing. 

A.8.3 The purpose of testing the pump assembly is to ensure automatic or manual operation upon 
demand and continuous delivery of the required system output. An additional purpose is to detect 
deficiencies of the pump assembly not evident by inspection. 

8.3.1* Non Flow Testing. Frequency. 

A.8.3.1 The purpose of weekly “no flow” testing of the pump assembly is primarily to verify 
system readiness for automatic operational upon drop-in-pressure demand. Additional purposes 
are to detect deficiencies in the pump assembly that may not be evident by inspection alone, but 
may be exposed when the pump operates.  

Additional purposes for weekly electric-motor-driven pump testing is to detect issues such as 
controller and electrical power feed damage (i.e. lightning damage creating a hidden impairment 
to pump operation) and improperly tightened pump packing.  
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Additional purposes for weekly diesel-engine driven pump testing is to detect issues such as 
failure to start, overheating/cooling system problems, poor condition of batteries, and improperly 
tightened pump packing. Another purpose is to consume driver fuel to ultimately prevent 
degradation of the fuel in the tank. Consumption of the fuel affectively shortens the storage time 
of the fuel in the tank. Modern fuels are more subject to an increased risk of biological growth, 
when in storage, which could result in plugged driver fuel filters rendering the driver in-operable. 

8.3.1.1.*Except as permitted in 8.3.1.3, a test of fire pump assemblies for dDiesel engine–driven 
fire pumps shall be conducted operated weekly without re-circulating water back to the pump 
suction. 

A.8.3.1.1 Fire pump systems should be designed so that the pressure relief valve only operates 
under abnormal conditions, i.e. engine overspeed or failure of a variable speed pressure limiting 
control. The fire pump imparts more energy into the water when re-circulating the water through 
the pump than when the pump is operating at churn (no flow).NFPA 20 requires a circulation 
relief valve downstream of the pressure relief valve whenever the pressure relief valve is piped 
back to the pump suction.  Improperly installed and/or operating circulation relief valves may 
result in unacceptable high water temperature, especially when re-circulating the water to the 
pump suction. High water temperatures will effect the proper operation of a diesel engine driver. 
Modern engines, do to EPA requirements, are more sensitive to cooling water temperatures. 

8.3.1.2* Except as permitted in 8.3.1.3, a test of fire pump assemblies for eElectric motor–driven 
fire pumps shall be conducted operated monthly weekly without re-circulating water back to the 
pump suction. 

A.8.3.1.2 Fire pump systems should be designed so that the pump discharge pressure relief valve  
only operates under abnormal conditions, i.e. failure of a variable speed pressure maintenance 
device. In existing installations where the pressure relief valve is required to operate to prevent 
over pressurization of system components, and the local authority having jurisdiction requires 
the discharge pressure relief valve piped back to suction, all required circulation relief valves, 
including a circulation relief valve located downstream of the pressure relief valve, need to 
operate properly to prevent excessively high water temperatures. 

A.8.3.1.2 More frequent testing might need to be considered in areas susceptible to lightning. 

8.3.1.3* A test frequency different from 8.3.1.1 and 8.3.1.2 shall be permitted where the 
conditions in 8.3.1.3.1 and 8.3.1.3.2 are met.  

A.8.3.1.3  Test frequency has been a heavily discussed and researched topic for several years, 
and is still continuing to be researched. A  set of data was submitted in 2008 by a group of 
owners and maintainers of large numbers of fire pumps. This data was presented to the 
committee as indicating a decreased test frequency on electric fire pumps did not “significantly” 
impact “reliability”, however, “reliability” as used in the discussion of the data presentation was 
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actually the failure rate, and did not take into account the effect of test frequency on the fire 
pump reliability, i.e. the time between failure and discovery of the failure affects reliability.. 
Subsequently, the NFPA Research Council commissioned research and resulting “Fire Pump 
Field Data Collection and Analysis Report” in 2011 (available for download at 
www.nfpa.org\Foundation) reported that electric fire pumps tested weekly had a failure rate of 
approximately 0.64 per year. Assuming a failure rate independent of the test frequency, and 
assuming that on the average, the impairment occurs at the midpoint of the test interval, this 
failure rate provides approximately 99.4% reliability with weekly testing, and approximately 
97.3% reliability with monthly testing. Diesel engine fire pumps tested weekly had a failure rate 
of approximately 1.02 per year. Assuming a failure rate independent of the test frequency, and 
assuming that on the average, the impairment occurs at the midpoint of the test interval, this 
failure rate provides approximately 99.1% reliability with weekly testing and approximately 
96.0% reliability with monthly testing.  

Based on this data, the lower reliability has not been determined to be acceptable for fire pumps 
providing protection to facilities with high life safety and property risks. Decisions to decreased 
test frequency must be based on more than cost savings. A reliability/risk analysis to decrease 
test frequency should take into account the risk associated with life safety, property value; 
hazards; and, business interruption at the protected property. Fire pumps redundancy may impact 
overall fire system reliability and be used in a reliability/risk analysis.  

8.3.1.3.1 The reliability / risk analysis shows that a different test frequency is appropriate. 

8.3.1.3.2,The reliability / risk analysis is approved by the authority having jurisdiction. 

8.3.2  Non Flow Testing Conditions  

No-Flow Condition. 

8.3.2.1* A test of the fire pump assemblies shall be conducted without flowing re-circulating 
water back to the pump suction. 

A.8.3.2.1 It is not the intent of this section to prevent water required for cooling from flowing 
through the pump circulation relief valve or diesel engine cooling system. It is the intent to 
conduct a churn test without any flow through the main pressure relief valve. 

8.3.2.18.3.2.2 The test shall be conducted by starting the pump automatically. 

8.3.2.28.3.2.3 The electric pump shall run a minimum of 10 minutes. 

8.3.2.38.3.2.4 The diesel pump shall run a minimum of 30 minutes. 
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8.3.2.48.3.2.5 The pump pressure relief shall be permitted to open to prevent over pressurization 
of system components. A valve installed to open as a safety feature shall be permitted to 
discharge water. 

A.8.3.2.4 NFPA 20 requires fire pump systems to be designed so that the pump discharge 
pressure relief valve  only operates under abnormal conditions, i.e. engine overspeed or failure of 
a variable speed pressure limiting control. This section allows water discharge through the 
discharge pressure relief valve where required to prevent over pressurization of system 
components.  

8.3.2.58.3.2.6 An automatic timer that meets 8.3.2. 56.1, 8.3.2 56.2, and 8.3.2 56.3, and 8.3.2.6.4 
shall be permitted to be substituted for the starting procedure. 

8.3.2.56.1 A solenoid valve drain on the pressure control line shall be the initiating means for a 
pressure actuated controller. 

8.3.2.56.2 In a pressure actuated controller, performance of this program timer shall be recorded 
as a pressure drop indication on the pressure recorder. 

8.3.2.56.3 In a non-pressure-actuated controller, the test shall be permitted to be initiated by 
means other than a solenoid valve. 

8.3.2.67 Qualified operating personnel shall be in attendance whenever the pump is in operation. 

8.3.2.67.1 The use of the automatic timer allowed in 8.3. 12.6 shall does not eliminate the 
requirement of 8.3.2.7 to have qualified personnel present during test. 

8.3.2.78* The pertinent visual observations or adjustments specified in the following checklists 
shall be conducted while the pump is running: 

(1) Pump system procedure as follows: 

(a) Record the system suction and discharge pressure gauge readings 

(b) Check the pump packing glands for slight discharge 

(c) Adjust gland nuts if necessary 

(d) Check for unusual noise or vibration 

(e) Check packing boxes, bearings, or pump casing for overheating 

(f) Record the pump starting pressure 

(g) For electric motor and radiator cooled diesel pumps, check the circulation 
relief valve for operation to discharge water 
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 (2) Electrical system procedure as follows: 

(a) Record the time for motor to accelerate to full speed 

(b) Record the time controller is on first step (for reduced voltage or reduced 
current starting) 

(c) Record the time pump runs after starting (for automatic stop controllers) 

(3) Diesel engine system procedure as follows: 

(a) Observe the time for engine to crank 

(b) Record the time for engine to reach running speed 

(c) Record the engine oil pressure gauge, speed indicator, water temperature 
indicator, (and oil temperature indicator when provided) periodically while engine 
is running 

(d) Record any abnormalities 

(e) Check the heat exchanger for cooling waterflow 

(4) Steam system procedure as follows: 

(a) Record the steam pressure gauge reading 

(b) Record the time for turbine to reach running speed 

8.3.3 Annual Flow Testing. 

A.8.3.3: The purpose of annual flow testing the pump assembly is to confirm pump performance 
compared to original specifications and verify the adequacy of water supply so that  the fire 
pump discharge flow and pressure is sufficient,for the supplied fire systems.  

8.3.3.1* An annual test of each pump assembly shall be conducted by qualified personnel under 
minimum, rated, and peak flows of the fire pump by controlling the quantity of water discharged 
through approved test devices. 
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-87     Log #1

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
T. David Mills, Savannah River Nuclear Solutions, LLC

25-163
Accept Proposal 25-163.

The current wording of Table 8.1.2 combined with the readiness of enforcement personnel to cite this
section as the requirement instead of Table 8.1.1.2 requires this table to be moved to the annex. There is a flawed
requirement for circuit breakers within the Diesel Engine Section to be replaced biennially. This statement has been
misinterpreted to
apply to molded case circuit breakers in the premises wiring system, which has no basis from any electrical technical
perspective. · No circuit breaker manufacturer has ever mandated a carte blanche replacement every two years without
regarding condition or malfunction. The committee needs to seriously consider reversing its decision to reject this
proposal and make the requested changes to 8.1.2.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-92 (Log #CC1). Revised language clears up application
and corrects the biannual requirement to replace circuit breakers. From data received to date, manufacturers do not
provide instruction manuals for fire pump and engines. Therefore, the paragraph and table should remain. Further, the
NFPA 20 Technical Committee requested the 25 Technical Committee to maintain this data in the standard.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-88     Log #2

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
T. David Mills, Savannah River Nuclear Solutions, LLC

25-164
Accept  ProposaI 25-164.

The current wording of Table 8.1 .2 combined with the readiness of enforcement personnel to cite this
section as the requirement instead of Table 8.1.1.2 requires this table to be moved to the annex. There is a flawed
requirement for circuit breakers within the Diesel Engine Section to be replaced biennially. This statement has been
misinterpreted to
apply to molded case circuit breakers in the premises wiring system, which has no basis from any electrical technical
perspective. No circuit breaker manufacturer has ever mandated a carte blanche replacement every two years without
regarding condition or malfunction. The committee needs to seriously consider reversing its decision to reject this
proposal and make the requested changes.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-92 and 25-87 (Log #1).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-89     Log #47

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Richard M. Ray, Cybor Fire Protection Company

25-168
Reject proposal 25-168.

This proposal should have been rejected.  The committee substantiation is incorrect: it has been a
known fact for years that a diesel engine without a jacket heater may not "start" in cold weather (ie at 40F).  Yes, one
concern is the water in the piping freezing but the other concern (missed by the committee) is the fact that the engine
may not start if not equipped with a jacket heater.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-91 (Log #127).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-90     Log #108

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-168
Reject proposal 25-168, which has the effect of returning the end of part (a) to the sentence as

follows:
(1) Pump house conditions as follows:

(a) Heat is adequate, not less than 40°F (5°C) for pump room with diesel pumps without engine heaters.
There are fire pumps that do not have engine heaters.  These fire pumps need to be maintained at

temperatures higher than 40°F or they will not start.  The user of NFPA 25 only has this section as a warning that they
need to do something different in these rooms.  If you take out the language about the engine heaters, the building
owners will only heat these rooms to 40°F, and their pumps will not start on cold days.  Something in NFPA 25 needs to
tell the owners that they need to investigate the minimum temperature that they need to maintain in the pump room
(which can only be found in manufacturer’s instructions).  It is unfortunate that the manufacturers of these products have
not standardized on one temperature that can be referenced in NFPA 25, but that is the state of the art at this time.
We are not aware of any members of the public expressing confusion on this issue.  But if the committee is only

concerned with clarifying their intent, the elimination of important words is not the correct solution to the problem.
Perhaps an annex note might help explain the problem.  We have not suggested an annex note because we are not
aware of confusion, nor are we familiar with the problem that the committee was trying to solve.  But we are fearful that
the committee has created a worse problem by lowering the minimum temperature necessary in the pump room to make
sure that the fire pump starts.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-91 (Log #127).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-91     Log #127

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Nichole C. Fraley, Underwood Fire Equipment, Inc.

25-169
Revise text to read as follows:

(1) Pump house conditions as follows:
(a) Heat is adequate, not less than 40°F(5°C) for pump room with diesel engine driven pumps without engine

heaters.
(b) Heat is adequate, not less than 70°F(21°C) for pump room with diesel engine driven pumps without engine

heaters.
(c) Ventilating louvers...

Much to the surprise of some people older engines were not furnished with engine (block) heaters and
require higher room temperatures.
Note:  Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-92     Log #CC1

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Systems,

25-173
Make the following revisions:

1) Modify Table 8.1.1.2 as follows:
Table 8.1.1.2 Summary of Fire Pump Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance
Item Frequency
Inspection
…
Diesel engine driven fire pump Weekly
Electric motor driven fire pump Monthly see 8.3.1.2
…
(Remainder of table is unchanged)

2) Revise Section 8.3.1 as follows:

8.3* Testing.
8.3.1 Frequency.
8.3.1.1 Diesel engine–driven fire pumps shall be operated weekly.

A non-flow test shall be conducted for diesel engine drive fire pumps without re-circulating water back to the
pump suction on a test frequency in accordance with 8.3.1.1.1 or 8.3.1.1.2
A.8.3.1.1 Fire pump systems should be designed so that the pressure relief valve has a minimum flow (to verify
pressure relief valve is properly set and operating) at churn, and only allows a larger flow under abnormal conditions, i.e.
engine overspeed or failure of a variable speed pressure limiting control. The fire pump imparts more energy into the
water when re-circulating the water through the pump than when the pump is operating at churn (no flow).NFPA 20
requires a circulation relief valve downstream of the pressure relief valve whenever the pressure relief valve is piped
back to the pump suction.  Improperly installed and/or operating circulation relief valves may result in unacceptably high
water temperature, especially when re-circulating the water to the pump suction. High water temperatures may affect the
operation of a diesel engine drive. Modern engines, due to EPA requirements, are more sensitive to cooling water
temperatures.
8.3.1.1.1 Except as permitted in 8.3.1.1.2, a weekly test frequency shall be required.
8.3.1.1.2* The test frequency shall be permitted to be established by an approved risk analysis.
A.8.3.1.1.2The risk analysis should be prepared and reviewed by qualified people. Increased test frequencies may be
desirable when high impact losses could result from an uncontrolled fire.  Examples where increased fire pump test
frequencies may be considered could include high piled storage facilities and buildings where the predominate
occupancy is protected by an extra hazard density sprinkler system.
Test frequency has been a heavily discussed and researched topic for several years, and is still continuing to be
researched. A set of data was submitted in 2008 by a group of owners and maintainers of large numbers of fire pumps.
This data was presented to the committee as indicating a decreased test frequency on electric fire pumps did not
“significantly” impact “reliability”, however, “reliability” as used in the discussion of the data presentation was actually the
failure rate, and did not take into account the effect of test frequency on the fire pump reliability, i.e. the time between
failure and discovery of the failure affects reliability.. Subsequently, the NFPA Research Council commissioned research
and resulting “Fire Pump Field Data Collection and Analysis Report” in 2011 (available for download at
www.nfpa.org\Foundation) reported that electric fire pumps tested weekly had a failure rate of approximately 0.64 per
year. Assuming a failure rate independent of the test frequency, and assuming that on the average, the impairment
occurs at the midpoint of the test interval, this failure rate provides approximately 99.4% reliability with weekly testing,
and approximately 97.3% reliability with monthly testing. Diesel engine fire pumps tested weekly had a failure rate of
approximately 1.02 per year. Assuming a failure rate independent of the test frequency, and assuming that on the
average, the impairment occurs at the midpoint of the test interval, this failure rate provides approximately 99.1%
reliability with weekly testing and approximately 96.0% reliability with monthly testing.
Based on this data, the lower reliability has not been determined to be acceptable for all facilities. Decisions to decrease
test frequency must be based on more than cost savings. A reliability/risk analysis to decrease test frequency should
take into account the risk associated with life safety, property value; hazards; and, business interruption at the protected
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property. Fire pumps redundancy may impact overall fire system reliability and be used in a reliability/risk analysis.
8.3.1.2* Electric motor–driven fire pumps shall be operated monthly.

A non-flow test shall be conducted for electric motor drive fire pumps without re-circulating water back to the
pump suction on a test frequency in accordance with 8.3.1.2.1, 8.3.1.2.2, 8.3.1.2.3 or 8.3.1.2.4.

More frequent testing might need to be considered in areas susceptible to lightning.
A.8.3.1.2 For pressure relief valve operation see 8.3.2.4.
8.3.1.2.1 Except as permitted in 8.3.1.2.2 and 8.3.1.2.3 , a weekly test frequency shall be required for the following
electric fire pumps:
(1). Fire pumps that serve fire protection systems in high rise buildings that are beyond the pumping capacity of the
fire department.
(2). Fire pumps with limited service controllers.
(3). Vertical turbine fire pumps.
(4). Fire pumps taking suction from ground level tanks or a water source that does not provide sufficient pressure to
be of material value without the pump,
8.3.1.2.2 A monthly test frequency shall be permitted for electric fire pumps not indentified in 8.3.1.2.1.
8.3.1.2.3* A monthly test frequency shall be permitted for electric fire pump systems having a redundant fire pump.
A.8.3.1.2.3 For systems where multiple fire pumps are required to meet the system demand, a one for one redundancy
is not necessary, i.e. one backup pump for two or more primary pumps meets the intent of this section.
8.3.1.2.4* The test frequency shall be permitted to be established by an approved  risk analysis.
A.8.3.1.2.4 The risk analysis should be prepared and reviewed by qualified people. Increased test frequencies may be
desirable when high impact losses could result from an uncontrolled fire.  Examples where increased fire pump test
frequencies may be considered could include high piled storage facilities and buildings where the predominate
occupancy is protected by an extra hazard density sprinkler system.

Test frequency has been a heavily discussed and researched topic for several years which is
continuing. A set of data was submitted during the cycle for the 2008 edition by a group of owners and maintainers of
fire pumps. This data was presented to the committee as indicating a decreased test frequency on electric fire pumps
did not “significantly” impact “reliability however, “reliability” as used in the discussion of the data presentation was
actually the failure rate, and did not take into account the effect of test frequency on the fire pump reliability, i.e. the time
between failure and discovery of the failure affects reliability. Subsequently, the NFPA Research Council commissioned
research and resulting “Fire Pump Field Data Collection and Analysis Report” in 2011 (available for download at
www.nfpa.org\Foundation) reported that electric fire pumps tested weekly had a failure rate of approximately 0.64 per
year. Assuming a failure rate independent of the test frequency, and assuming that on the average, the impairment
occurs at the midpoint of the test interval, this failure rate provides approximately 99.4% reliability with weekly testing,
and approximately 97.3% reliability with monthly testing. Diesel engine fire pumps tested weekly had a failure rate of
approximately 1.02 per year. Assuming a failure rate independent of the test frequency, and assuming that on the
average, the impairment occurs at the midpoint of the test interval, this failure rate provides approximately 99.1%
reliability with weekly testing and approximately 96.0% reliability with monthly testing.
Based on a re-evaluation of past data and the recent NFRC report, monthly testing may be appropriate for some risks.

However this it is not acceptable for fire pump for all situations.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-93     Log #93

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Michael A. Anthony, University of Michigan / Rep. APPA.ORG - Leadership in Education/Association of

Education Facility Executives
25-348

The Comment on the Affirmative by J. Feld is correct.  The original proposal did not contain specific
language.  Please consider adding a leading paragraph ahead of the list of prescriptive requirements to cross-reference
the performance-based options as shown below.
8.3* Testing.
8.3.X (NEW) As an alternative to the performance-based methods permitted in 1.3.1 and 4.6.,  subject to the authority
having jurisdiction, components and systems shall be permitted to be inspected, tested, and maintained under a
prescriptive-based program .

This cross-reference helps to put the performance-based upon on as strong a footing as the prescriptive
testing options that appear in this chapter.  Many AHJ’s are reluctant to use general-purpose, “escape clauses” to relax
testing frequencies.  Significant subject references to other parts of this document makes it more useable.

Performance based testing is included in 25-92 (Log #CC1). See Technical Committee Action
on 25-92 (Log CC#1).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-94     Log #94

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Michael A. Anthony, University of Michigan / Rep. APPA.ORG - Leadership in Education/Association of

Education Facility Executives
25-172

Change the testing frequency as shown below:
8.3.1.1 Diesel engine–driven fire pumps shall be operated weekly monthly

While we recognize the significance of the study commissioned by the NFPA to inform some of the
decisions made by this committee, we believe it is necessary for the committee to regard fire risk in the context of all
other risks an Owner and an entire industry must manage.  In other words, fire is not the only hazard we have to worry
about.  If you were to model the “risk space” with other risk dimensions such as flood and mud risk, earthquake risk,
active-shooter risk, chemical spill risk, brand identify risk, terrorist risk, pathogenic release risk, power outage risk,
supply-chain risk, labor risk, cyber-risk, pandemic risk, etc., etc., etc.,etc. -- you would find that a mere 5 percent change
in the reliability of fire pump testing frequencies is a minor increase in risk compared with all the other risks.
A fully dimensioned view of risks to the education industry appears in ASME’s “A Risk Analysis Standard for Natural and
Man-Made Hazards to Higher Education Institutions”.
http://www.asme.org/products/books/a-risk-analysis-standard-for-natural-and-man-made-
In our view, the sensitivity analyses stated in the Report referenced in the committee’s rejection still does not justify the
weekly fire pump tests for either prime mover (diesel or electric)  – especially since reducing the frequency from 52
times a year to 12 times a year frees up a far greater increment of already grim resources for professional facility
managers to allocate to far greater risks.
It is noteworthy that the education, health care, and government facilities industry – all of whom are among the largest
owners of fire safety products and services – are all aligned toward relaxing fire pump testing frequencies for both
electric and diesel fire pumps.  All of them voted to accept our original proposal.  Moreover – the federal government,
the US military and the VA Hospital system, in particular – already have taken exceptions to the NFPA 25 testing
frequencies for many years and have found that a monthly testing minimum standard is not harmful to the occupants of
their facilities.

For the committee’s convenience, a portion of the study, released in April 2012, is reproduced below: –
--------------------------------------- BEGINNING OF EXCERPT ------------------------------------------

4.4 Appropriate Test Frequency For Non-Flow Testing Of Electric And Diesel
Fire Pumps
Based on all the data received, there were 19 reported failures in 1547 weekly tests of electric fire pumps. This is a
failure rate of 1.23%. Assuming a Normal distribution, the sample has standard deviation is 0.28%. A 95% confidence
level around the expected failure rate will be ± of 45.6% of the estimated failure rate, which is within a failure range
between 0.67% and 1.79%. A sample size of 131,734 is required to reduce the 95% confidence around the expected
failure rate to 5% of the estimated failure rate. Although achieving 95% confidence requires using a failure range of
between 0.67% and 1.79%, the calculated failure rate of 1.23% was used to simplify calculations and presentation.
Assuming the average failure occurs at the midpoint of the test period, a failure rate of 1.23% equates to an expected
yearly down time of 53.8 hours before identification of impairment, and provides a 99.4% yearly reliability.
There were 98 reported failures in 4855 weekly tests weekly of diesel fire pumps. This is a failure rate of 2.02%. With a
Normal distribution, the sample has a standard deviation of 0.20%. A 95% confidence level around the expected failure
rate will be ± of 20.0% of the estimated failure rate, which is within a failure range of 1.61% - 2.42%. A sample size of
78,400 is required to reduce the 95% confidence around the expected failure rate to 5% of the estimated failure rate.
Although achieving 95% confidence requires using a failure range of between 1.61% and 2.42%, the actual failure rate
of 2.02% was used to simplify calculations and presentation Assuming the average failure occurs at the midpoint of the
test period, this equates to an expected yearly down time of 88.4 hours before identification of impairment, and provides
a 99.0% yearly reliability.
The sample size for a 7 day test interval for both electric fire pumps are adequate to provide a meaningful failure range
with 95% confidence.
Data received showed for a 30 day test frequency for electric fire pumps showed 13 failures in 91 tests covering 7 fire
pumps. However, sequential failures with the same reported issue accounts for 10 of these failures. After eliminating
sequential failures, this leaves 3 (13-10) failures in 81 (91-10) tests or a failure rate 3.7%. With a Normal distribution, the
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sample has a standard deviation of 2.09%. A 95% confidence level around the expected failure rate will be ± of 113.3%
of the estimated failure rate, or within a failure range between 0% and 7.90%. The 95% confidence failure range of
between 0% and 7.9% does not allow meaningful analysis of the monthly test data. Assuming a failure rate of
approximately 3.7%, a sample size of approximately 41,067 is required to limit the 95% confidence around the expected
failure rate to 5% of the estimated failure rate.
The sample size of 5 tests for 90 day tests interval was insufficient to provide reliable analysis.
Some insight into the appropriate test period can be gained by ignoring the unknown impact of the test frequency on the
failure rate, and extrapolating downtime and reliability from weekly test results to monthly rates. For electric fire pumps,
extrapolating from weekly to monthly provides an expected yearly down time of 233.7 hours before identification of
impairment, and a 97.3% yearly reliability. For diesel fire pumps, extrapolating from weekly to monthly, provides an
expected yearly down time of 384.2 hours before identification of impairment, and a 95.6% yearly reliability. The
decrease in reliability going from weekly tests to monthly tests is significant. For electric fire pump a 99.4% reliability
decreased to 97.3%. For diesel fire pump a 99.0% reliability decreased to 95.6%.
Additional data is needed to reliability establish a relationship between a 30 day test frequency and reliability.
RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Compare the reliability of weekly tested fire pumps (99.4% for electric and 99.0% for diesel) to the reliability of
monthly tested fire pumps (97.3% for electric and 95.6% for diesel) to determine an appropriate test frequency. The
decrease in reliability associated with monthly testing appears to justify reestablishing a weekly test requirement for
electric fire pumps in NFPA 25.
2. Complete the web site.
3. Develop a solicitation program for users. This should include direct solicitation by NFPA
and announcement of the data collection process in fire protection related publications.
4. Made the data collection and analysis permanent.
5. Develop data collection and data base formats for pressure regulating devices, backflow
prevention devices, dry pipe valves, and quick opening devices.

------------------------------------------------------ END OF EXCERPT ------------------------------------------------
The fire protection industry needs to focus on innovating cheaper, smaller, more reliable products.  Our industry is
willing to engage product developers to help them recover R&D costs as well as reduce our own total owning cost.

The  results of the NFPA Fire Pump Data Collection report support a weekly test as the default
test frequency for diesel fire pumps. 25-92 (Log #CC1) does permit performance based risk analysis to establish a
different test frequency.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-95     Log #48

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Richard M. Ray, Cybor Fire Protection Company

25-173
Accept proposal 25-173 as originally submitted.

Now that the Fire Protection Research Foundation report “Fire Pump Field Data Collection and
Analysis” has been published.  It is clear that the Committee erred by not only rejecting this proposal but also in revising
this requirement when the 2008 edition was written.  Quoting the report: “The decrease in reliability going from weekly
tests to monthly tests is significant”.  Do we want unreliable fire pumps?  I’m sure that the answer is “NO”.  Many electric
fire pumps are an integral part of the water supply for fire sprinkler and standpipe systems in occupancies that are
traditionally problematic for the fire service when an event occurs: high rise buildings and warehouses containing
commodities such as plastics, flammable liquids, and aerosols.  Failure of the water supply in these occupancies is an
unacceptable situation assuming one has “good fire protection practices” in mind.  The Committee has severely erred in
not accepting this proposal.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-92 (Log #CC1).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-96     Log #75

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-173
Accept proposal 25-173 as submitted.

The technical committee was premature in changing the frequency of the no-flow test for electric fire
pumps during last cycle. The Fire Protection Research Foundation has issued its final report on the Fire Pump Field
Data Collection And Analysis Project and based on the conclusions and recommendations in that report the test
frequency for electric fire pumps should be changed back to weekly.
In the report’s Conclusions, section 4.4, the statement is made that “The decrease in reliability going from weekly tests

to monthly tests is significant. For electric fire pump a 99.4% reliability decreased to 97.3%. For diesel fire pump a
99.0% reliability decreased to 95.6%.”
In the report’s Recommendations, item 1 it states: “Compare the reliability of weekly tested fire pumps (99.4% for

electric and 99.0% for diesel) to the reliability of monthly tested fire pumps (97.3% for electric and 95.6% for diesel) to
determine an appropriate test frequency. The decrease in reliability associated with monthly testing appears to justify
reestablishing a weekly test requirement for electric fire pumps in NFPA 25.”

See Technical Committee Action on 25-92 (Log #CC1).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-97     Log #92

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Michael A. Anthony, University of Michigan / Rep. APPA.ORG - Leadership in Education/Association of

Education Facility Executives
25-173

Continue to reject this proposal and forthcoming comments that attempt to restore the weekly
electric fire pump testing interval.  The minimum testing interval should remain at monthly.

Testing intervals were given broad and open discussion at the 2011 NFPA Safety Expo and the
governing bodies opted to make monthly testing intervals the minimum standard.  If adopting jurisdictions want to
require weekly testing, there is nothing in NFPA 25 that stops them.  There are too many other risks in the built
environment that building owners have to reckon with and the committee was wise to change the minimum prescriptive
standard to monthly.
Another noteworthy issue.  This proposal appears to be a “placeholder” proposal in anticipation that the report –
released only in April 2012 – will recommend restoration of the weekly testing interval.  A review of the list of project
sponsors on the report appears to match the organization that the submitter represents.
For the convenience of the committee the project technical panel and the project sponsors are reproduced below:

PROJECT SPONSOR REPRESENTATIVES
Matthew Drysdale, E. I. DuPont de Nemours & Co., Inc. (DE)
Chad Duffy, National Fire Protection Association (MA)
Christina Francis, Proctor & Gamble Company (OH)
Russ Leavitt, Telgian Corporation (AZ)
Tom Work, Dow Corning (MI)
Terry Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell (MD)

PROJECT TECHNICAL PANEL
Bruce Clarke, XL Global Asset Protection Services (NC)
Mark Gryc, FM Global (RI)
John Hall, NFPA (MA)
Matt Klaus, NFPA 25 Staff Liaison (MA)
Bill Koffel, Koffel Associates Inc (MD)
Fred Leber, Leber/Rubes Inc (ON)
Christine LaFleur, Sandia Laboratories (NM)
Bill Sheppard, Sheppard & Associates (MI)

In some instances where there is a higher risk, a weekly pump test frequency is warranted. See
Technical Committee Action on 25-92 (Log #CC1).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-98     Log #109

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-173
Accept proposal 25-173 and put the testing of electric motor driven fire pumps back to weekly.

The Fire Protection Research Foundation report has now been published and it shows a significant
increase in problems for fire pump systems that are tested monthly.  The number of problems drops dramatically when
the pump is tested weekly.  In order to address the reliability of fire pump systems, the test needs to be weekly.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-92 (Log #CC1).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-99     Log #110

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-175
Revise section 8.3.2.1 as follows:

8.3.2.1* A test of the fire pump assemblies shall be conducted without flowing re-circulating water back to the pump
suction from the test header or fire protection system.

The real concern with the churn test is to start the pump and not be concerned with opening the outlets
on the test header or opening drain outlets or standpipe outlets in the fire protection system.  Certainly, cooling water
needs to flow to keep the pump from overheating (which the annex text handles well).  But the recirculation of the water
to the suction side of the pump needs to be permitted as discussed below.
In the 1993 edition of NFPA 20 (and editions previous to this) the discharge from the main (pressure) relief valve was
permitted to be piped back to the suction piping.  Fire pumps installed in accordance with these editions of NFPA 20 still
need to be tested and maintained.  If these pumps can be run without overheating, they should continue to be permitted
to be tested.  If they need an extra circulation relief valve in this circulating loop to handle the water temperature
concern, addition of such a relief valve would be preferable to prohibiting the practice of recirculating the discharge from
the pressure relief valve.  Also, these older pumps and engines should not have to meet the new EPA rules.
In the 1996 edition of NFPA 20, the practice of recirculating the discharge from the pressure relief valve was prohibited.

So, no pumps designed and installed under this edition would be affected by this change either way.
Starting with the 1999 Edition of NFPA 20, and continuing to the present, NFPA 20 has allowed the recirculation from
the pressure relief valve to the suction as long as an extra circulation relief valve is installed in the loop to cool the water.
See the Sprinkler Quarterly article regarding the research that led to this change.  At the same time that this change
occurred in NFPA 20, that standard also clarified that the pump is required to be sized so that the pressure relief valve
does not open during normal churn conditions, so the recirculation of water to the suction should be a rare event.
Note:  Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.

The default pump churn operation should not recirculate water to the fire pump suction. The
committee does recognize that there are existing installations where water must recirculate to the pump suction to
prevent over pressurization of system components, and has added appendix language in 25-92 (Log #CC1) to address
this issue.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-100     Log #CC15

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Systems,

25-71
Revise text to read as follows:

8.3.2.7* The pertinent visual observations or adjustments specified in the following checklists shall be conducted while
the pump is idle.
(a) Record the system suction and discharge pressure gauge readings
(b) For pumps that use electronic pressure sensors to control the fire pump operation, record the current pressure and ,
the highest and the lowest pressure shown on the fire pump controller event log.
(1) If the highest or lowest pressure is outside of the expected range, record all information from the event log that helps
identify the abnormality.

The pertinent visual observations or adjustments specified in the following checklists shall be conducted while
the pump is running:
(1) Pump system procedure as follows:
(f) (a)  Record the pump starting pressure from the pressure switch or pressure transducer
(a) (b) Record the system suction and discharge pressure gauge readings
(b) (c) Check the pump packing glands for slight discharge
(c) (d) Adjust gland nuts if necessary
(d) (e) Check for unusual noise or vibration
(e) (f)  Check packing boxes, bearings, or pump casing for overheating
(g) Record pressure switch or pressure transducer reading and compare to the pump discharge gauge
(h) For pumps that use electronic pressure sensors to control the fire pump operation, record the current pressure and ,
the highest and the lowest pressure shown on the fire pump controller event log.
(g) (i) For electric motor and radiator cooled diesel pumps, check the circulation relief valve for operation to discharge
water

Remainder of section unchanged.

Many of the pressure transducers covered by the recent recall were used on fire pumps. The
transducers may stick or fail and prevent the fire pump from responding when needed. The proposed language is
intended help identify pressure transducers that have developed abnormalities. Because NFPA 25 addressed, existing
installed equipment, controller modifications that could identify many failure when they occur were deemed to be
impracticable. The proposed changes will not identify transducer failures when they occur, but will make it more likely to
identify abnormal transducers during fire pump testing.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-101     Log #136

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joshua Elvove, U.S. General Services Administration

25-176
Reject ROP 25-176 and delete all proposed new text.:

8.3.2.7.1 The use of the automatic timer allowed in 8.3.2.6 shall does not eliminate the requirement of 8.3.2.7 to have
qualified personnel present during test.

What's the point of having a timer automatically start the fire pump if there's no permission to start the
pump unattended? I recognize that even with rejecting this proposal, that 8.3.2.7 will continue to require “qualified
operating personnel” to be in attendance whenever the pump is running, which is the real issue that needs more
discussion, but unfortunately, I don’t think it can be changed this cycle. Still, there's no need to add this language as it’s
superfluous language that merely restates what's already required and adding may be construed by the public as this
committee reinforcing the idea that pumps can’t be run remotely without someone being in attendance, which has not
been sufficiently vetted by the committee.

A “qualified person” should be in attendance whenever the fire pump operates. An automatic
timer allows a person that has been instructed on what to watch for and record during this test to monitor the test, and
request assistance should any issues arise.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-102     Log #CC2

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Systems,

25-171
Add Annex note as follows:

8.3.2.7.1* The use of the automatic timer allowed in 8.3.2.6 shall not eliminate the requirement of 8.3.2.7 to have
qualified personnel present during test.
A.8.3.2.7.1 An automatic timer allows a person that has been instructed on what to watch for and record during this test
to monitor the test, and request assistance should any issues arise.

Provides information on why an automatic timer may provide a benefit, even though a “qualified”
person must be present.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-103     Log #87

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Damon T. Pietraz, Underwood Fire Equipment, Inc.

25-178
Revise text to read as follows:

...minimum, rated and peak (maximum flow allowed by local city water supply) up to 150% of the pump rated capacity.
According to NFPA 25, 2011 edition, Section 8.3.3.1.1 when the suction supply from a city will not

support the flowing of water at 150% of the pump's capacity, then the pump will be permitted to operate at the maximum
allowable discharge.
This would be the peak of the fire pump for that installation. The code must remain consistent.

Revise text to read as follows:
An annual test iof each pump assembly shall be conducted by qualified personnel under minimum no flow

(churn), rated flow, and 150% of the pump rated capacity flow of the fire pump by controlling the quantity of water
discharged through approved test devices.

Editorial changes to better reflect the terminology used in the standard.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-104     Log #137

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joshua Elvove, U.S. General Services Administration

25-180
Revise ROP 25-180 as follows::

8.3.3.1.1 If available suction supplies do not allow flowing of 150 percent of the rated pump capacity, the fire pump
shall be permitted to operate at maximum allowable discharge equal to or greater than the system demand as supplied
by the owner.

The term “as provided by the owner” needs to be deleted to be consistent with actions taken on other
proposals where similar language was proposed (e.g., ROP 25-86, 232, 233, 254, 270, 274). Note: the purpose of this
test is actually to verify the adequacy of a design; this is just one of many requirements within NFPA 25 that go beyond
“wear and tear” and set an expectation that equipment IS supposed to perform as intended and “inspectors” are
supposed to be looking for these kinds of issues (also see ROP 25-188), yet some still purport that NFPA 25 is not a
standard that aims to verify design adequacy.

Revise text to read as follows:
If available suction supplies do not allow flowing of 150 percent of the rated pump capacity, the fire pump shall

be tested to the operate at maximum allowable discharge equal to or greater than the system demand as supplied by
the owner.

Need to reference the rated flow of the pump as one criteria. The action in 8.3.3.1.1 is a test
and not simply operating the pump.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-105     Log #111

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-182
Reject proposal 25-182, which has the effect of deleting the following text from 8.3.3.1.3:

The annual test of each pump assembly, at each flow point, shall apply theoretical factors for the correction to the rated
speed and velocity head where determining the compliance of the pump per the test.

There are a number of problems with the proposed text accepted by the committee.  This text was
proposed for section 8.3.3.1.3, yet there is already an existing section 8.3.3.1.3 which deals with the subject of
conducting tests using closed loop metering.  This proposed text has nothing to do with closed loop metering.  The
committee was unclear about whether this proposed new text would replace the old section or whether it would be
inserted as a new section with other sections being renumbered.  The existing section 8.3.3.1.3 from the 2011 edition is
incredibly important and needs to remain in the standard.
But rather than trying to find a place for this new language, the committee should just get rid of it.  There is no need for

this new requirement, which takes a significant amount of time to do and has questionable value to a periodic test.  If the
velocity head adjustments are done correctly in the initial acceptance test it should not be necessary to go back and do
them again.  It should only be necessary to find the discharge and suction pressure and compare to the acceptance test.
Since this test was acceptable, the velocity pressure situation should not change in a measurable way when the net
pressure is the same as the acceptance test.  Proposals 25-188 and 25-193 did not in any way establish that a velocity
head adjustment is necessary.  The pass/fail criteria of an annual pump test is very different from the original
acceptance test.  The goal is not to match the manufacturer’s curve exactly.  The goal is just to make sure that the pump
starts and produces a decent amount of pressure.  The velocity pressure adjustment (v2/2g, then multiplied by 0.433 to
convert to psi) is typically less than 1 psi.  Considering that the test is performed with pitot gages that are only accurate
to ±3 psi and with suction and discharge gages that are only accurate to 3% of the full scale (see 5.3.2.2), which easily
is more than ±3 psi, it is a ridiculous waste of time and resources to require a calculation to adjust for velocity head of
less than 1 psi.
The correction factors for speed are better handled in the test analysis section rather than this portion of NFPA 25,

which only applies to pumps tested using closed loop metering.  Also, see our comments on Proposal 25-188.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-106     Log #148

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
John Whitney, Clarke Fire Protection Products, Inc.

25-200
(new paragraphs renumber existing paragraphs) 8.3.4.1 Diesel fuel shall be tested no less than

annually to insure it has not experienced degradation while being stored in the fire pump fuel supply tank to confirm
compliance with ASTM D975-11b Standard Specification for Diesel Fuel Oils, or ASTM D6751 -11b Standard
Specification for Biodiesel Fuel Blend Stock (B100) for Middle Distillate Fuels as approved by the engine manufacturer,
using ASTM D 7462 -11 Standard Test Method for Oxidation Stability of Biodiesel (B100) and Blends of Biodiesel with
Middle Distillate Petroleum Fuel (Accelerated Method).
A.8.3.4.1 Commercial distillate fuel oils used in modern diesel engines are subject to various detrimental effects from
storage. The origin of the crude oil, refinement processing technigues, time of year, and geographical consumption
location all influence the determination of fuel blend formulas. Naturally occurring gums, waxes, soluble metallic soaps,
water, dirt, blends and temperature all contribute to the degradation of the fuel as it is handled and stored. These effects
begin at the time of fuel refinement and continue until consumption. Proper maintenance of stored distillate fuel is critical
for engine operation, efficiency, and longevity.
Storage tanks should be kept water-free. Water contributes to steel tank corrosion and the development of
microbiological growth where fuel and water interface. This and the metals of the system provide elements that react
with fuel to form certain gels or organic acids, resulting in clogging of filters and system corrosion.
Scheduled fuel maintenance helps to reduce fuel degradation. Fuel maintenance filtration can remove contaminants
and water and maintain fuel conditions to provide reliability and efficiency for standby fire pump engines. Fuel
maintenance and testing should begin the day of installation and first fill.
8.3.4.1.1* Diesel fuel found not to conform to 8.3.4.1 shall be reconditioned or replaced and the suppIy tank cleaned
internally and the engine fuel filter(s) changed.
A.8.3.4.1.1 Where environmental or fuel quality conditions result in degradation of the fuel while stored in the supply
tank, from items such as water, micro-organisms and particulates, or destabilization, active fuel maintenance systems
permanently installed on the fuel storage tanks have proven to be successful at maintaining fuel quality. An active fuel
maintenance system will maintain the fuel quality in the tank, therefore preventing the fuel from going through possible
cycles of degradation, risking engine reliability, and then requiring reconditioning.
8.3.4.1.2 After the restoration of the fuel and tank in 8.3.4.1.1, the fuel shall be retested each 6 months until experience
indicates the fuel can be stored for a minimum of one year without degradation beyond that allowed in 8.3.4.1.
8.3.4.1.3 When installing an active fuel maintenance system to an existing fire pump diesel fuel storage tank, it shall be
listed for fire pump service and installed in accordance with NFPA 20 requirement for a new installation, - - -------
Add the follow reference publications to chapter 2.
ASTM D975 -11 b Standard Specification for Diesel Fuel Oils
ASTM D6751 -11b Standard Specification for Biodiesel Fuel Blend Stock (B100) for Middle Distillate Fuels
ASTM D 7462 - 11 Standard Test Method for Oxidation Stability of Biodiesel (B100) and Blends of Biodiesel with Middle
Distillate Petroleum Fuel (accelerated Method).

Since the NFPA 25 ROP TC actions, this same issue was debated on the general assembly floor at the
2012 Association Technical Meeting as a NFPA 20 NITMAM. The reasoning presented for the NITMAM was that the
actions taken by the 20 TC only provide one possible course of action to address the challenges of biodiesel and fuel
quality.
This Comment now provides fuel testing, as suggested by the presenter of the NITMAM, in accordance with ASTM, the
national standards organization for fuels, as the required course to insure fuel quality is maintained, and offers an active
fuel maintenance system as an alternative in ANNEX.
Background data;
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Diesel fuel Fatty-acid methyl ester (FAME), perhaps more widely known as biodiesel, is
obtained from vegetable oil or animal fats (biolipids) which have been transesterified with methanol. It can be produced
from many types of oils, the most common being rapeseed oil (rapeseed methyl ester, RME) in Europe and soybean oil
(soy methyl ester, SME) in the USA. Methanol can also be replaced with ethanol for the transesterification process,
which results in the production of ethyl esters. The transesterification processes use catalysts, such as sodium or
potassium hydroxide, to convert vegetable oil and methanol into FAME and the undesirable byproducts glycerine and
water, which will need to be removed from the fuel along with methanol traces. FAME can be used pure (B 100) in
engines where the manufacturer approves such use, but it is more often used as a mix with diesel, BXX where XX is the
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biodiesel content in percent. [28][29]

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Diesel fuel Fuel equipment manufacturers (FIE) have raised several concerns regarding
FAME fuels: free methanol, dissolved and free water, free glycerin, mono and diglycerides, free fattv acids, total solid
impurity levels, alkaline metal compounds in solution and oxidation and thermal stability. They have also identified
FAME as being the cause of the following problems: corrosion of fuel injection components, low-pressure fuel system
blockage, increased dilution and polymerization of engine sump oil, pump seizures due to high fuel viscosity at low
temperature, increased injection pressure, elastomeric seal failures and fuel injector spray blockage. [33]

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Diesel fuel Unsaturated fatty acids are the source for the lower oxidation stability; they react
with oxygen and form peroxides and result in degradation byproducts, which can cause sludge and lacquer in the fuel
system. [34]

Because of the environmental benefits biodiesel, along with all of its risk when placed in storage, is being pushed into
fuel supply networks around the world and there is nothing the operators of diesel fire pumps can do about it. We must
be pro-active to insure the fuel in our fire pump tanks will be of quality when needed.

Add new section to read as follows:
8.3.4 Diesel Fuel Testing and Maintenance
8.3.4.1 Diesel fuel shall be tested for degradation no less than annually.
8.3.4.1.1* Fuel degradation testing shall comply with s s to insure it has not experienced degradation while being stored
in the fire pump fuel supply tank to confirm compliance with ASTM D975-11b Standard Specification for Diesel Fuel Oils,
or ASTM D6751 -11b Standard Specification for Biodiesel Fuel Blend Stock (B100) for Middle Distillate Fuels as
approved by the engine manufacturer, using ASTM D 7462 -11 Standard Test Method for Oxidation Stability of Biodiesel
(B100) and Blends of Biodiesel with Middle Distillate Petroleum Fuel (Accelerated Method).
A.8.3.4.1.1 Commercial distillate fuel oils used in modern diesel engines are subject to various detrimental effects from
storage. The origin of the crude oil, refinement processing techniques, time of year, and geographical consumption
location all influence the determination of fuel blend formulas. Naturally occurring gums, waxes, soluble metallic soaps,
water, dirt, blends and temperature all contribute to the degradation of the fuel as it is handled and stored.  These
effects begin at the time of fuel refinement and continue until consumption. Proper maintenance of stored distillate fuel is
critical for engine operation, efficiency, and longevity.
Storage tanks should be kept water-free. Water contributes to steel tank corrosion and the development of
microbiological growth where fuel and water interface. This and the metals of the system provide elements that react
with fuel to form certain gels or organic acids, resulting in clogging of filters and system corrosion. Scheduled fuel
maintenance helps to reduce fuel degradation. Fuel maintenance filtration can remove contaminants and water and
maintain fuel conditions to provide reliability and efficiency for standby fire pump engines. Fuel maintenance and testing
should begin the day of installation and first fill.
8.3.4.1.12* Diesel fuel found to be deficient in the testing required in found not to conform to 8.3.4.1.1. shall be
reconditioned or replaced and the suppIy tank cleaned internally and the engine fuel filter(s) changed.
A.8.3.4.1.12 Where environmental or fuel quality conditions result in degradation of the fuel while stored in the supply
tank, from items such as water, micro-organisms and particulates, or destabilization, active fuel maintenance systems
permanently installed on the fuel storage tanks have proven to be successful at maintaining fuel quality. An active fuel
maintenance system will maintain the fuel quality in the tank, therefore preventing the fuel from going through possible
cycles of degradation, risking engine reliability, and then requiring reconditioning.
8.3.4.1.22.1 After the restoration of the fuel and tank in 8.3.4.1.12, the fuel shall be retested each 6 months until
experience indicates the fuel can be stored for a minimum of one year without degradation beyond that allowed in
8.3.4.1.1
8.3.4.1.33 When installing an .When provided, active fuel maintenance systems to an existing fire pump diesel fuel
storage tank, it shall be listed for fire pump service and installed in accordance with NFPA 20 requirement for a new
installation.
8.3.4.3.1 Maintenance of active fuel maintenance systems shall be in accordance with the manufacturer’s
recommendations.
8.3.4.3.2 Maintenance of active fuel maintenance systems shall be performed at a minimum annual frequency for any
portion of the system that the manufacturer does not provide a recommended maintenance frequency.
8.3.4.3.3 Fuel additives shall be used and maintained in accordance with the active fuel maintenance system
manufacturer’s recommendations.
Resequence existing 8.3.4
Add the following reference publications to chapter 2.
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ASTM D975 -11 b Standard Specification for Diesel Fuel Oils
ASTM D6751 -11b Standard Specification for Biodiesel Fuel Blend Stock (B100) for Middle Distillate Fuels
ASTM D 7462 - 11 Standard Test Method for Oxidation Stability of Biodiesel (B100) and Blends of Biodiesel with Middle
Distillate Petroleum Fuel (accelerated Method).

The majority of the submitters language was included in the committees revisions however the
accepted  language provides better clarity.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-107     Log #120

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Kenneth E. Isman, National Fire Sprinkler Association, Inc.

25-188
Further revise and add to section 8.3.5 as follows:

8.3.5.1.2 Qualified individuals shall interpret the test results in accordance with section 8.3.5.1.3 or section 8.3.5.2
depending on whether the pump turned at rated speed during the test and whether the acceptance test results, already
adjusted to rated speed, are available.
8.3.5.1.3 Where the acceptance test results, already adjusted to rated speed, are available and the pump turned at

rated speed during the test, the results of the test shall be evaluated in accordance with section 8.3.5.3 without any
additional adjustment.
8.3.5.2.1 Where the acceptance test results, already adjusted to rated speed, are not available, or where the pump did

not turn at rated speed during the test, mathematical adjustments shall be made for the correction of recorded test data
to the original pump rated speed and velocity head, and shall be applied when determining flow test performance
relative to the original pump performance.

In the committee’s substantiation for Proposal 25-188, they stated, “The rewrite hopes to clarify the
rules with respect to when the data gets adjusted for rated speed and when it does not”, yet the way that the committee
wrote 25-188, it requires all pump tests to be adjusted for rated speed in accordance with 8.3.5.2.  The distinction needs
to be made that for some pump tests, the adjustment is not necessary.  There is no reason to require a more complex
analysis when the pump runs at rated speed and adequate documentation exists to evaluate the data.
Making the word “adjustment” plural and inserting the word “the” in section 8.3.5.2.1 is just necessary for correct

grammar.
The adjustment for velocity head is being proposed for elimination because it has just not been substantiated.

Proposal 25-193 did not in any way establish that a velocity head adjustment is necessary.  The pass/fail criteria of an
annual pump test is very different from the original acceptance test.  The goal is not to match the manufacturer’s curve
exactly.  The goal is just to make sure that the pump starts and produces a decent amount of pressure.  The velocity
pressure adjustment (v2/2g, then multiplied by 0.433 to convert to psi) is typically less than 1 psi.  Considering that the
test is performed with pitot gages that are only accurate to ±3 psi (approximately) and with suction and discharge gages
that are only accurate to 3% of the full scale (see 5.3.2.2), which easily is more than ±3 psi, it is a ridiculous waste of
time and resources to require a calculation to adjust for velocity head of less than 1 psi.

If the pump turned at rated speed, the speed adjustment is 0. Speed adjustments are not overly
complicated, and provide a more accurate measurement of the pump independent of the pump driver, and should be
part of the evaluation even if an acceptance test is not available.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-108     Log #125

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Darrell W. Underwood, Underwood Fire Equipment, Inc.

25-188
Text in 25-188 is correct.

In order to illustrate the reason for proper fire pump testing analysis we are sending photos to support
the cause to include velocity correction. This analysis will ensure that the "heart" of the fire suppression system works
within the 5% degradation per the existing code. Also included are graphs showing pump failure without velocity
corrections. There are two samples 500 GPM and 3000 GPM. The only way to pass the pump test is to lie. All
manufacturers, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., & Factory Mutual Research Corporation use velocity head correction
factors.
Note:  Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.

The comment does not propose changing text.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-109     Log #36

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Larry Keeping, Professional Loss Control

25-199
Revise the proposed 8.5.1 to delete the word “and” and to replace it with the word “or”,  as follows:

8.5.1  A preventive maintenance program shall be established on all components of the pump assembly in accordance
with the manufacturer’s recommendations or and Table 8.1.2.

Table 8.1.2 is an alternative ITM procedure, which is to be used in the absence of manufacturer’s
recommendations. Therefore if the manufacture’s recommendations are available they should be used. Without them,
Table 8.1.2 should be followed. It should be one or the other, not both together.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-110     Log #147

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James S. Peterkin, Heery International

25-200
Reject Comment 25-200 (Log #250).

The fuel maintenance requirements were not incorporated into the NFPA 20 document as a result of the
floor action at the Association Technical Meeting. As was successfully argued at the Technical Meeting, there is no
technical justification (data) to support this change.

The original proposal was rejected at the ROP meeting. Active fuel maintenance requirements
in NFPA 20, Standard for the Installation of Stationary Pumps for Fire Protection, was removed by floor action. However,
the need for dealing with degrading fuel remains and is addressed in 25-106 (Log #148) which discusses active fuel
maintenance in the appendix.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-111     Log #83

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Nichole C. Fraley, Underwood Fire Equipment, Inc.

25-207
Revise text to read as follows:

Main Contactor (repair)(replace) perform test in accordance with 8.3.2 Section 8.3.3.
See NFPA 20, 2010 Edition, Table 14.5.2.4 which requires a Controller Acceptance Test at 1 hour of

run time. However, an annual test at 30-minutes of run time is sufficient to verify that the new or rebuilt Main Contactor
will operate properly.
An acceptance is too rigorous of a test for this activity.

Revise text to read as follows:
Main Contactor (repair)(replace) perform test in accordance with 8.3.2 Section 8.3.3 with six starts.

The term "with six starts" was accepted at the ROP in Proposal 25-207. This language is being
retained from the ROP and the churn test is being modified to an annual test as recommended by the submitter

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-112     Log #84

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Nichole C. Fraley, Underwood Fire Equipment, Inc.

25-219
Revise text to read as follows:

Drive coupling (adjust)(repair)(rebuild)(replace) perform test in accordance with Section 8.3.2 3 with alignment check.
Per NFPA 20, 2010 edition, Table 14.5.2.4.B.2 Mechanical Transmission 2. Drive coupling - "Perform

annual test in accordance with NFPA 20, 14.2.5. A half-hour test is sufficient to ensure proper operation and condition of
the new, repaired or rebuilt coupling. An annual test is too rigorous of a test for this activity.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-113     Log #85

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Damon T. Pietraz, Underwood Fire Equipment, Inc.

25-214
Revise text to read as follows:

Pump room suction discharge pipe (repair)(replace) perform visual inspection and a test in accordance with 8.3.2
Section 8.3.3 with alignment check.

Please see the supporting data on file with NFPA ROC under 25-214 Log #217. Included within the
data provided are pictures of damaged equipment due to misalignment, and O&M manuals showing how critical proper
pump alignment is to the fire system operation.
Note: Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.

An inspection of the pump room piping is sufficient without running a full flow test and alignment
check.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-114     Log #121

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Damon T. Pietraz, Underwood Fire Equipment, Inc.

25-217
Revise text to read as follows:

Baseplate (repair)(replace) perform test in accordance with 8.3.2 8.3.3 with alignment check.
Please see the supporting data on file with NFPA ROC under 25-214 log #217. Included within the

data provided are pictures of damaged equipment due to misalignment, and O&M manuals showing how critical proper
pump alignment is to the fire system operation.

Revise text to read as follows:
Baseplate (repair) perform test in accordance with 8.3.2 with alignment check.
Baseplate (replace) perform test in accordance with 8.3.2 8.3.3 with alignment check.

Replacing the baseplate warrants a full flow test, however simply repairing  a baseplate
warrants only a churn test.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-115     Log #122

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Damon T. Pietraz, Underwood Fire Equipment, Inc.

25-215
Revise text to read as follows: Pump room suction discharge valves (repair)(revised)(replace)

perform visual inspection and a test in accordance with 8.3.2 8.3.3 with alignment check.
Please see the supporting data on file with NFPA ROC under 25-214 log #217. Included within the

data provided are pictures of damaged equipment due to misalignment, and O&M manuals showing how critical proper
pump alignment is to the fire system operation.

An inspection of the pump room piping is sufficient without running a full flow test and alignment
check.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-116     Log #123

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Damon T. Pietraz, Underwood Fire Equipment, Inc.

25-202
Revise text to read as follows:

Cooling system (repair)(rebuild)(replace) perform test in accordance with 8.3.2 8.3.3.
The engine cooling rate varies as the load on the diesel driver increases. 30-minutes of operation are

adequate to bring engine up to temperature. However, without putting a load on the driver you will never know if engine
is being properly cooled. Please see the following  documents provided:  instructions for a cooling loop pressure
regulating valve, a letter from Cummins Engines, and a picture of a damaged engine due to insufficient cooling water.
Note:  Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-117     Log #126

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Darrell W. Underwood, Underwood Fire Equipment, Inc.

25-203
Revise text to read as follows:

Fuel injector pump or ECM (adjust)(replace) perform test in accordance with 8.3.2 8.3.3.
In order to illustrate the reason for proper fire pump testing analysis we are sending photos to support

the cause to include velocity correction. This analysis will ensure that the "heart" of the fire suppression system works
within the 5% degradation per the existing code. Also included are graphs showing pump failure without velocity
corrections. There are two samples 500 GPM and 3000 GPM. The only way to pass the pump test is to lie. All
manufacturers, Underwriters Laboratories Inc., & Factory Mutual Research Corporation use velocity head correction
factors.
Note:  Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-118     Log #149

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
John Whitney, Clarke Fire Protection Products, Inc.

25-203
Accept 25-203 (Log #206) as written.

The fuel injection pump is critical to the engine's ability to produce its rated horsepower. When a fuel
injection pump has been repaired it must re-calibrated correctly and re-installed on the engine with the correct injection
timing settings. Fuel injection pumps on diesel fire pump drivers often have unique calibrations necessary to meet
certified power output.
Power output of the engine and flow and pressure output of the pump must confirmed via a flow test when the fuel
injection pump has been removed from the engine.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-117 (Log #126).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-119     Log #89

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Darrell W. Underwood, Underwood Fire Equipment, Inc.

25-223
Add new text to read as follows:

8.6.4 Critical path components include the following features of the pump equipment:
(1) Fire pumps

(a) Impeller, casing
(b) Gear Drives

(2) Fire pump controllers (electric or diesel): total replacement
(3) Electric motor .. steam turbines. or diesel engine drivers

(a) Electric motor replacement
(b) Steam turbine replacement or rebuild
(c) Steam regulator or source upgrade
(d) Engine replacement or engine rebuild

This is the wording per NFPA 20, 2010 edition and should be consistent with the most current and
accurate NFPA 25 edition.

Having a separate category of Critical Path Components causes confusion with Table 8.6.1.
Requirements for any of these components not already in Table 8.6.1 would be more appropriately added to Table
8.6.1.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-120     Log #88

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Darrell W. Underwood, Underwood Fire Equipment, Inc.

25-224
Add new text to read as follows:

Whenever replacement, change, or modification to a critical path component is performed on a fire pump, driver
or controller, as described in Section 8.6.4, a retest shall be conducted as indicated in Table 8.6.1 by the pump
manufacturer, factory-authorized representative, or qualified persons acceptable to the authority have jurisdiction.

The field retest results shall be compared to the original pump performance as indicated by the original
factory-certified test curve, whenever it is available.

The field retest results shall meet or exceed the performance characteristics as indicated on the pump
nameplate, and they shall be within the accuracy limits of field testing as stated elsewhere in this standard.

This is the wording per NFPA 20, 2010 edition and should be consistent with the most current and
accurate NFPA 25 edition.

Having a separate category of Critical Path Components causes confusion with Table 8.6.1.
Requirements for any of these components not already in Table 8.6.1 would be more appropriately added to Table
8.6.1.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-121     Log #CC6

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Systems,

25-235
Hold Proposal 25-235.

All of the specific revisions to the tables were not proposed by the submitter and the requested
modifications would require the development of new text to Chapter 12 describing the details associated with performing
some of the referenced maintenance items.  This new text could be considered new material.   Further TG
Recommendation – Establish a TG to address this issue during the next revision cycle.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-122     Log #22

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
George E. Laverick, UL LLC

25-234
Revise 12.1.2.3.1 as follows:

12.1.2.3.1 Automatic Wwater mist nozzles that have been in service for 20 years shall be replaced, or representative
samples shall be tested and then retested at 10-year intervals.

The revision will clarify that testing is required only for automatic nozzles.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-123     Log #CC14

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Systems,

25-17
13.2.6.1 revise "waterflow devices" to "waterflow alarm devices"

The revision makes this section consistent with the revised definition in 25- (Log #27).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-124     Log #164

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-332
Reconsider proposal 25-332 with changes to the requirement in the main body as well as adding

annex text as follows:
The normal life expectancy of a gauge is between 10 and 15 years.

Gauges not accurate to within 3 percent of the full at any point on the scale shall be recalibrated or replaced.
A gauge can be permitted to have a reading with an error of ±3 percent. For example, a gauge having

200 psi (13.8 bar) maximum radius installed can be permitted to read from 194 psi to 206 psi when tested against a
calibrated gauge reading 200 psi, and can be permitted to read from 58.2 psi to 61.8 psi when tested against a
calibrated gauge reading 60 psi

This requirement as currently written doesn’t make logical sense, and could lead to false readings of
gauges that could result in air pressures being set wrong on dry systems, and pressure reducing valves being set wrong
on wet systems and standpipe systems. Most gauges installed on systems are either 250 psi or 300 psi. The current
wording and annex text would allow for a 7.5 psi or 9 psi swing in either direction. That means if a 250 gauge is used for
the air pressure reading on a dry system where the manufacturer requires 40 psi air pressure, the gauge could actually
read anywhere from 32.5 psi and 47.5 psi and be considered accurate. At the low side of this allowance, the valve could
trip and at the high side the water delivery time would be delayed. The change proposed allows for a reasonable range
of variation without affecting system performance. The annex text is added as it is in chapters 5 and 6.

Pressure gauges installed on water based fire protection systems are ASME B40.1 Commercial
Grade B gauges that have an accuracy of ±3-2-3% over the full scale of the gauge coordinating with the current
provisions of NFPA 25.  The provisions of NFPA 25 cannot require a greater gauge accuracy than that prescribed by the
installation standard.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-125     Log #CC7

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Systems,

25-253
Revise text to read as follows:

Full flow tests shall should incorporate full functionality of the system as a unit, including automatic
detection and manual activation.

It is necessary that the full flow test incorporate the full functionality of the system which would include
any solenoid valves or other actuation devices. It was a common practice in the past to test the detection system or
manual pull station up to the solenoid valve or actuator, and to separately test the deluge valve and system after the
solenoid valve or actuator. All of these components should be tested together to ensure the system will operate when
the detector signals or manual pull station is initiated. The detectors on the system may be tested separately as long as
the functional test includes activation of the actuator or solenoid when it receives an actual or simulated signal.

The TC recognizes the scope of NFPA 4 and the TC is attempting to address only systems that fall
under the jurisdiction of NFPA 25 without testing system interconnections.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-126     Log #138

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joshua Elvove, U.S. General Services Administration

25-253
Reject ROP 25-253 and return to existing text (leave language in the annex):

Moving text from the annex into the standard now mandates that full flow tests involve a fire alarm
contractor because of the new requirement to test automatic and manual activation devices. This adds to the cost of
inspection, testing and maintenance and more importantly, is outside the scope of NFPA 25 and therefore can't be
mandated. This type of language is perfectly suited in the annex and needs to return there. The Standards Council
should take notice of this proposed change, should it not be overturned during ROC.

The electrical portions do not need to be tested simultaneously with the mechanical portions.
See Technical Committee Action on 25-125 (Log #CC7).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-127     Log #76

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-262
proposal 25-262 as submitted, and an exception for refrigerated spaces as follows:

The requirements of 13.4.4.2.2.4 shall not apply in refrigerated spaces maintained below 5°F
(–15°C), where normal system air pressure shall be permitted to be restored within 60 minutes.

While the committee statement is correct that this is an installation requirement, the intent is that this
requirement in NFPA 13 section 7.2.6.2.2 is an on-going one because it uses the phrase “… capable of restoring normal
air pressure in the system within 30 minutes”. “Restoring” is a maintenance activity and therefore this requirement
should carry over into NFPA 25. There are air compressors being replaced on dry systems that don’t meet this criteria
because NFPA 25 doesn’t say it has to. In the extreme, if there are multiple dry systems being tested and each one
takes more than 30 minutes before normal air pressure is restored because the air compressor is undersized, the length
of time it takes to complete the test is severely extended, resulting in added cost.
The exception is needed to address refrigerated spaces as described and to correlate with the exception in NFPA 13.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-128     Log #5

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Steve Leyton, Protection Design & Consulting

25-264, 25-265
Revise 13.5.6.1 as follows:

13.5.6 Hose Valves
13.5.6.1 Inspection
13.5.6.1.1 Hose valves shall be inspected quarterly to verify that the valves are in the following
condition:
(1) Hose caps are in place and not damaged.
(2) Hose threads are not damaged.
(3) Valve handles are present and not damaged.
(4) Gaskets are not damaged or showing signs of deterioration.
(5) No leaks are present.
(6) Not obstructed or otherwise not capable of normal operation.
(7) No restricting devices are present.

Proposal 25-264 and 25-265 clean up and better organize information regarding ITM of standpipe hose
connections, but the committee has overlooked the fact that 13.5.6.1 is formatted differently than the rest of 13.5.
Arguably, non-regulating hose valves should not be in 13.5 at all, as the section is titled “Pressure Reducing Valves and
Relief Valves” and the succeeding section 13.5.7 is titled “Fire Pump Pressure Relief Valves”. At the very least, the
proposed change will sort the required inspection items in accordance with the other of subsections of 13.5.

Delete item (7) but accept the remainder of the comment.

There are many instances when a restricting device is not present.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-129     Log #124

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Darrell W. Underwood, Underwood Fire Equipment, Inc.

25-266
Revise text to read as follows:

13.5.7 Fire Pump Relief Valves
13.5.7.1.2 ... When the fire pump(s) are operating at shutoff pressure (i.e., churn) to prevent the pump(s) from

overpressuring or overheating.
Jockey pumps use the same relief valve to prevent overpressure as well as overheat.

This section applies only to fire pumps and does not contemplate jockey pumps.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-130     Log #62

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Tracey D. Bellamy, Telgian Corporation

25-266
Revise text to read as follows:

All circulation relief valves shall be inspected weekly for diesel pumps and monthly for electric pumps.
The inspection of the circulation relief valve should match the weekly/monthly runs for the type of

pump involved.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-131 (Log #38).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-131     Log #38

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Larry Keeping, Professional Loss Control

25-266
Revise the proposed 13.5.7.1.1 to read as follows:

13.5.7.1.1   Circulation Relief Valves.   Circulation relief valves shall be inspected weekly when installed on diesel driven
fire pumps and monthly for electric fire pumps.
Delete the proposed 13.5.7.1.3
13.5.7.1.3   During the annual fire pump test, the closure of the circulation relief valve shall be verified to be in
accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications.

Regarding 13.5.7.1.1 during the previous cycle it was decided, that electric fire pumps only need to be
tested at no flow just once per month, while the test frequency for diesel pumps remained at once per week. Since, as
noted in the newly proposed 13.5.7.1.2, circulation relief valves are to protect the pumps from overheating during no
flow (churn) conditions, the time to inspect them is while the pumps are running, to confirm that they operate as
intended. Therefore, since electric pumps are only going to be tested monthly, there is little value in looking at their
circulation relief valves on a weekly basis.
Regarding 13.5.7.1.3, the instruction to close the circulation relief valve could cause the pump to overheat. Since the
circulation relief valve is to protect the pump, it should not be shut, even during the annual flow test. As noted in
8.3.3.2(1), the operation of the circulation relief valve needs to be checked during the annual test as well. Further after
the flows are recorded, the pump must be left running for a minimum time period (30 minutes for diesels and 10 minutes
for electrics), and the circulation relief must continue to operate to provide protection throughout.

1) Revise the proposed 13.5.7.1.1 as follows:
13.5.7.1.1   Circulation Relief Valves. Where installed, Ccirculation relief valves shall be inspected weekly on the same
frequency as the no-flow(churn) test.
2) Do not delete 13.5.7.1.3. This section should read as follows:
13.5.7.1.3 During the On completion of annual any fire pump test, the closure of the circulation relief valve shall be
verified to be in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications.

This section proposed to be deleted verifies the relief valve closes following the test. In many
cases there are no manufacturers specifications to follow.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-132     Log #39

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Larry Keeping, Professional Loss Control

25-267
Revise the proposed 13.5.7.2.1 to read as follows:

13.5.7.2.1   Main Relief Valves.   Main relief valves shall be inspected weekly when installed on diesel driven fire pumps
and monthly for electric fire pumps.

During the previous cycle it was decided, that electric fire pumps only need to be tested at no flow just
once per month, while the test frequency for diesel pumps remained at once per week. Further, as noted in the newly
proposed 13.5.7.2.2, the relief valve inspection is done to verify that the pressure downstream of the relief valve fittings
in the fire pump discharge piping does not exceed the pressure for which the system components are rated. Therefore,
the time to inspect them is while the pumps are running, to confirm that they operate as intended. Since electric pumps
are only going to be tested monthly, there is little value in looking at their main relief valves on a weekly basis.

Revise text to read as follows:
13.5.7.2.1   Main Relief Valves. Where installed , Mmain relief valves shall be inspected weekly during any fire pump
test when installed .

The main relief valve should be inspected at the frequencies at which the fire pumps run.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-133     Log #61

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Tracey D. Bellamy, Telgian Corporation

25-267
Revise text to read as follows:

All main pressure relief valves shall be inspected weekly for diesel pumps and monthly for electric pumps.
The inspection of the circulation relief valve should match the weekly/monthly runs for the type of pump

involved.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-132 (Log #39).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-134     Log #40

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Larry Keeping, Professional Loss Control

25-268
Renumber A.13.6.1.2 to become A.13.6.1.2.2 and revise all of Section 13.6.1 to read as follows:

13.6.1    Inspection.   Inspection of backflow prevention assemblies shall be as described in 13.6.1.1 through 13.6.1.3.
13.6.1.1   The isolation valves on double check assemblies (DCA) and double check detector assemblies (DCDA) shall
be inspected weekly to ensure that the valves are in the normal open position.
13.6.1.1.1    Valves secured with locks or electrically supervised in accordance with applicable NFPA standards shall be
inspected monthly.
13.6.1.2    The isolation valves on reduced pressure assemblies (RPA) and reduced pressure detector assemblies
(RPDA)  shall be inspected weekly to ensure that the valves are in the normal open position.
13.6.1.2.1    Valves secured with locks or electrically supervised in accordance with applicable NFPA standards shall be
inspected monthly.
13.6.1.2.2*   Reduced pressure assemblies (RPA) and reduced pressure detector assemblies (RPDA) shall be
inspected weekly to ensure that the differential-sensing valve relief port is not continuously discharging.
13.6.1.3     After any testing or repair, an inspection by the property owner or designated representative shall be made to
ensure that the system is in service and all isolation valves are in the normal open position and properly locked or
supervised.

This revision to the text is mainly editorial to separate the requirement for inspecting the backflow
preventer isolation valves from the inspection requirement for the relief ports on RPA and RPDA devices.
Additionally, the references to “OS&Y valves” was editorially changed to “isolation valves”, since some manufacturers
now provide backflow preventers with indicating butterfly valves.
Further, the existing 13.6.1.2.2 was renumbered to become 13.6.1.3, to clarify that the text applies to both 13.6.1.1 and
13.6.1.2.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-135     Log #113

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-270, 25-271
Revise section 13.6.2.1 as follows:

13.6.2.1 All backflow preventers installed in fire protection system piping shall be exercised annually by conducting a
forward flow test at a minimum flow rate of the system design as provided by the owner.

While we understand the rewrite of this section as shown in 25-271, we do not understand the
committee’s rejection of the clarification that we were trying to provide in proposal 25-270.  The committee seems to
think that section 4.1.1 clearly requires the building owner to provide the system flow demand to the contractor every
time they show up to perform a test, yet we cannot find that requirement anywhere in that section, nor can we find it in
any other section of the standard.

The term "provided by the owner" was not added to several proposed sections in the standard
and is addressed at length in the ROP. This action correlates with 25-80 (Log #80) and 25-104 (Log #137).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-136     Log #CC8

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Systems,

25-270
Revise 13.6.2.1 as follows:

13.6.2.1 All backflow preventers installed in fire protection system piping shall be exercised annually by conducting a
forward flow test at a minimum flow rate of the system demand design.

Editorial revision for consistency with 13.6.2.2 and rest of document.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-137     Log #60

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Tracey D. Bellamy, Telgian Corporation

25-271
Revise text to read as follows:

All backflow preventers installed in fire protection system piping shall be exercised by conducting a forward
flow test at a minimum flow rate of the system design.

Where hydrantsor inside hose stations are located downstream of the backflow prevente, the forward flow test
shall include hose stream demand.

The substantiation provided for the for the proposal indicates that the change was needed to reflect that
a measured flow was not necessary; however, includes requirements to meet a minimum flow rate of system demand as
well as hose stream demands where appropriate is inconsistent with this intent.

Although the intent is to exercise the backflow preventer, it should be performed as close to the
system demand as possible so that the backflow preventer is tested under the conditions it would experience during a
fire event. It is the intent to measure the flow during this test.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-138     Log #9

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Liane Frank Ozmun, Frankfurt Short Bruza

25-272
Delete the following text:

For backflow preventers sized 2" (50 mm) and under, the forward flow test shall be acceptable to conduct without
measuring flow, where the test outlet is of a size to flow the system demand.
Add the following new text:

For backflow preventers over 2" (50 mm) in size, the flow rate during the forward flow test shall be
measured at the system demand, and the pressure drop across the backflow preventer shall be compared to the
manufacturer's published curve. For backflow preventers sized 2" (50 mm) and under, it shall be acceptable to conduct
the forward flow test without measuring flow,where the test outlet is of a size to flow the system demand.

Flow rate should be measured during the forward flow test to confirm satisfactory pressure drop across
the backflow preventer.
If the flow rate is not measured during the forward flow test, the satisfactory performance of the backflow preventer

(BFP) is not established, since the pressure drop across the BFP varies across the expected range of flow rates. If an
unnecessary pressure drop exists across the BFP due to debris, etc., the possible inadequacy of the water supply due
to diminished function of the BFP may not be readily apparent.
Substantiation using the Unified Facilities Guide Specifications for Air Force projects, Section 21 13 13.00 10 (for Wet

Pipe Sprinkler Systems), paragraph 3.10.2.2: The Air Force guidespec requires acceptance testing per 13.6.2.1.2 of this
comment, and also requires a sign at the BFP indicating the initial system test flow rate, gauge pressure upstream and
downstream during the test, and the total pressure drop.

It is not the intent to measure the pressure drop across the device but to exercise it as near the
flow of the system demand as possible.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-139     Log #42

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Robert G. Caputo, Fire & Life Safety America

25-271
Delete text as follows:

Where connections do not permit a full flow test, tests shall be conducted at the maximum flow rate possible.
With the committee action to accept new sections 13.6.2.1 & 13.6.2.2,  25-271 (Log #CP15) section

13.6.2.2 should be removed to avoid conflict in understanding committee intent related to forward flow testing.
Currently, many testers use this section to justify using a main drain flow test to meet the requirements of 13.6.2.
Further, paragraph 13.6.2.2 should be removed because it is open to convenient interpretation resulting in using the
main drain flow to meet this section's requirements.

This section accounts for systems that were installed prior to NFPA 13, Standard for t he
Installation of Sprinkler Systems, requiring a test and means to be provided.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-140     Log #CC9

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Systems,

25-271
Revise text to read as follows:

13.6.2.3 Where connections do not permit verification of the forward flow test at the minimum flow rate of system
demand, tests shall be conducted at the maximum flow rate possible.

NFPA 13 permits arrangements where the minimum flow rate of the system demand. Where this
occurs, the test is still required to be conducted and must be conducted at the maximum flow rate possible.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-141     Log #54

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Bill Galloway, Southern Regional Fire Code Development Committee

25-278
Add an exception to 9.

Lockable FDC caps shall not require the quarterly interior inspection.
With locking caps installed there should be no need to perform a visual inspection of the FDC for debris.

It is important to ensure the locking mechanism still works and the caps are removable.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-142     Log #49

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Richard M. Ray, Cybor Fire Protection Company

25-281
Reject proposal 25-281.

This proposal should have been rejected.  Verbage regarding performing inspections looking for
obstructions in piping have been in the standard since its inception in 1992 (though in chapter 2 at the time, and worded
slightly differently in some editions).  The basic subject at hand and the potential ramifications to the proper operation of
a fire sprinkler system has been clearly known and understood by the fire protection community for many, many years.  I
am in possession of the March 1959 edition of "Internal Cleaning of Sprinkler Pipe" published by the National Board of
Fire Underwriters (first published in 1941).  The committee erred greatly in accepting removal of this required inspection
at 5 year intervals.  The Committee seems to find relief in relying on the 14 “triggers” noted in section 14.3 (2008
reference) – this reliance is simply bad fire protection: trigger 5) when do we discover that sprinkler were plugged?  After
the fire and subsequent fire loss & damage??  trigger 8) is a property owner or contractor charged with performing the
duties outlined in NFPA 25 ever aware (let alone ALWAYS aware) of broken public mains in the vicinity??  trigger 9)
with the preponderance of dry pipe valves with external reset features that allow a property owner to reset the dry pipe
valve themselves, will the occurrence of these false trips ever be relayed to a contractor charged with performing the
duties outlined in NFPA 25??  Will the property owner even be aware that such false tripping can be evidence of a
problem?? trigger 12) is a property owner or contractor charged with performing the duties outlined in NFPA 25 ever
aware (let alone ALWAYS aware) that raw water was supplied to a system via the fire department connection??

Also see Technical Committee Action on 25-150 (Log #CC11).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-143     Log #55

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Bill Galloway, Southern Regional Fire Code Development Committee

25-281
Reconsider the deletion of chapter 14 text.

We agree with the negatives of the committee members. The text has been removed with no
justification provided by the committee for removal of the text. The text was added only a few years ago based on
problems with systems, did the problem go away so it is no longer needed?

Also see Technical Committee Action on 25-150 (Log #CC11).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-144     Log #114

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-280
Accept proposal 25-280.

Assuming that other comments are accepted to revise the ROP actions, the chapter will cover more
than just obstruction investigations, which will cause confusion if the title is not changed.

The title was modified to address internal assessments. See Technical Committee Action on
25-150 (Log #CC11).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-145     Log #115

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-281
Reinsert all of Section 14.2 from the 2011 edition with the following change:

14.2.1 Except as discussed in 14.2.1.1 and 14.2.1.4 an internal inspection of piping and branch line conditions shall be
conducted every 5 years by opening a flushing connection at the end of one main and by removing a sprinkler toward
the end of one branch line for the purpose of inspecting for the presence of foreign organic and inorganic material.

Internal inspections should not be removed.  If there is debris in the sprinkler system it could impair it
to a point where water will not discharge from the system.  Most systems needs to be shut down and drained every five
years anyway to internally inspect the check valves.  It only makes sense to take a few minutes and remove one of the
flushing connections during this time to verify the internal condition of the system.  This will provide an opportunity to find
those rare situations where material has built up inside system piping.  Since the system has already been shut down
and drained, this is not an onerous requirement.
The removal of a sprinkler has been struck from the 2011 requirements because the opening of a sprinkler has proven

to be too small to inspect the internal conditions of the pipe and because sprinklers are now required to be replaced
every time they are removed from the system.
There is some concern within the fire protection community that if building owners do not perform internal inspections

on dry-pipe systems, that ISO will recommend that the property be rated as “unsprinklered”.  Building owners should get
the full financial benefit of having a sprinklered building and proper internal inspections are an important part of the
maintenance that makes insurance companies comfortable with providing discounts.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-92 (Log #CC1). It is important toobserve the conditions
of branch lines. 25-150 (Log #CC11) allows using a fitting to assess the branch line in lieu of the sprinkler.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-146     Log #116

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-283
Accept proposal 25-283 to insert the word “Periodic” in the title of section 14.2.

Assuming that other comments are accepted to revise the ROP actions, the chapter will cover other
types of internal inspections, which will cause confusion if the title is not changed.

The assessment of piping may be accomplished while performing other ITM activities.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-147     Log #165

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-281
Reject proposal 25-281 in its entirety.

The committee should reject this proposal and consider accepting during the comment phase the other
proposals submitted to further clarify the requirements of this chapter. The submitter’s substantiation was full of errors
and false statements that were not properly revealed or discussed during the ROP meeting, such as:
1) This requirement was first introduced in the 2002 edition. Since then internal pipe inspections conducted have
uncovered numerous hidden problems in systems from MIC, to rust and scale, to sludge, to other obstructing materials
that could lead to clogged sprinklers or pipes and system failures or partial system failures. These problems were not
identified by one of the triggers that require an obstruction investigation, but were only revealed by an internal pipe
inspection.
2) The submitter makes the statement that the paper “

by John R. Hall, Jr. dated February 2010 “clearly shows that
obstructions in piping are not a significant factor for the reliability of sprinkler systems.” This statement is not made in the
paper and is false. Statements that are made in the paper include:

a) “

would certainly include
clogged pipes and/or sprinklers.

b) “

The reasons that
and in these cases would include clogged pipes and/or sprinklers. Together these

reasons account for 35% of ineffective system operation.
c) “

The paper states that
obstructions are a cause for not enough water being released and recognizes the five year internal pipe inspection in
NFPA 25 as a way to identify obstructions, thus providing proper maintenance.
3) The submitters claim that the cost to perform this inspection is onerous is not creditable. First, every system in a
building doesn’t need to be inspected as the submitter claims. The provision was added in the 2011 edition that every
other system is required to be inspected every 5 years as long as there aren’t any problems found. Second, the cost of
performing the 5 year internal pipe inspection on a system is not as high as the submitter claims, if the other 5 year
inspection requirements of NFPA 25 were being performed at the same time. Did the submitter get two proposals, one
to perform the 5 year internal inspection of all check valves, strainers, filters and restricting orifices, and an additional
proposal to perform the internal pipe inspection at the same time? I would assume no, since the submitter’s cost
estimates were not presented by breaking out these two costs separately. The requirement to internally inspect all check
valves, alarm valves, strainers, filters, and orifices every 5 years has been in the standard since the first edition in 1992,
and is not being deleted, and should be considered when performing a differential cost estimate. Did the submitter get
quotes from multiple contractors? I would assume not. Contractors that perform this inspection on a regular basis have
developed processes and procedures that reduce the cost. Soliciting multiple bids to perform this work is the only way to
determine the real cost of this requirement. Also, keep in mind that not every system must be done in the same year.
Planning the internal pipe inspections and the internal valve inspections so that one fifth is done every year spreads the
cost out and allows for comparable budgets from year to year.
4) The 5 year internal pipe inspection is needed to pro actively determine the internal condition of system piping to
comply with the purpose of NFPA 25 to “ensure a reasonable degree of protection for life and property from fire”, and
must remain in the standard. The 14 triggers in chapter 14 that initiate an obstruction investigation aren’t helping to
identify the obstructing material being found in systems as a result of the internal pipe inspections. Many systems are
not flow tested and therefore any blockages or restrictions in the piping system will not be discovered before they cause
a possible impairment during a fire event. One such system is a manual standpipe system. Whether wet or dry, these
systems are not required by this standard to be flow tested, so the only means of discover a blockage or severe
corrosion is to perform an internal pipe inspection per this section.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-148     Log #152

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-282
Accept proposal 25-282 as submitted.

The technical committee should reject proposal 25-281 and keep the internal pipe inspection
requirements in NFPA 25. Because proposal 25-281 was accepted during the proposal stage, other proposals that
would have recommended changes or provided clarity were not considered for their technical merit. This is one of those
proposals that should be reconsidered for its technical merit.

Revise title of Ch 14 as follows:
“Internal Piping Condition and Obstruction Investigation”

This change in title correlates with 25-150 (Log #CC11).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-149     Log #153

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-283
Accept proposal 25-283 as submitted.

The technical committee should reject proposal 25-281 and keep the internal pipe inspection
requirements in NFPA 25. Because proposal 25-281 was accepted during the proposal stage, other proposals that
would have recommended changes or provided clarity were not considered for their technical merit. This is one of those
proposals that should be reconsidered for its technical merit.

The assessment of piping may be accomplished while performing other ITM activities.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-150     Log #CC11

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Systems,

25-281
Comments 25- (Log #48), 25- (Log #55) and 25- (Log #165) overturned ROP 25-281. The following

modifications should be made based on  ROP 25-281 being rejected:
Assessment of the Internal Condition Internal Inspection of Piping

Except as discussed in 14.2.1.1 and 14.2.1.4 an An assessment of the internal condition inspection of piping
and branch line conditions shall be conducted on a frequency determined by 14.2.1.1 or 14.2.1.2 every 5 years by
opening a flushing connection at the end of one main and by removing a sprinkler toward the end of one branch line for
the purpose of inspecting for the presence of foreign organic and inorganic material.
14.2.1.1 Alternative nondestructive examination methods shall be permitted.An assessment of the internal condition of
piping shall be conducted at a minimum of every 5 years or in accordance with 14.2.1.2 for the purpose of inspecting for
the presence of foreign organic and inorganic material.

Where an assessment frequency has been established by an approved risk analysis, the assessment shall be
performed at a frequency determined by the approved risk analysis.

Tubercules or slime, if found, shall be tested for indications of microbiologically influenced corrosion (MIC).
If the presence of sufficient foreign organic or inorganic material is found to obstruct pipe or sprinklers, an

obstruction investigation shall be conducted as described in Section 14.3.
Non-metallic pipe shall not be required to be inspected internally comply with 14.2.

In dry pipe systems and pre-action systems, the sprinkler removed for inspection shall be from the most remote
branch line from the source of water that is not equipped with the inspector’s test valve.

Inspection of a cross main is not required where the system does not have a means of inspection.
In buildings having multiple wet pipe systems, every other system shall have an internal inspection assessment

of the internal condition of piping every 5 years as described in 14.2.1.
During the next inspection frequency required by 14.2.1.1 or 14.2.1.2 the alternate systems not inspected

assessed during the previous inspection assessment shall have an internal inspection of piping be assessed as
described in 14.2.1.

If the presence of foreign organic and/or inorganic material is found in any system in a building during the 5
year internal inspection of piping, all systems shall be assessed have an internal inspection.
A.14.2.1 It is the intent of this requirement to provide a reasonable assurance that corrosion and obstruction issues
within fire protection systems are identified. It is not the intent to require verification that every piece of pipe in the
system is free from corrosion and obstructions.  An assessment of the internal condition of piping can be accomplished
by several methods that meet the intent of this section. These methods include:
(1) Opening a flushing connection at the end of one main, and removing the end fitting or piece of branch line or a
sprinkler for the purpose of inspecting for the presence of foreign organic and inorganic material.
(a) In dry pipe systems and pre-action systems, the branch line inspected should be the most remote one from the
source of water that is not equipped with the inspector’s test valve.
(b) When performing normal maintenance that involves draining down a system to modify a system such as for tenant

fit out or building renovations, or when removing  or replacing piping, this inspection can be performed as described and
properly recorded at that time. The time interval would then start for the next assessment of that system at the frequency
determined by 14.2.1.1 or 14.2.1.2.
(c) If a sprinkler is removed to perform this inspection, 5.4.1.1 requires a new sprinkler matching the characteristics of
the replaced sprinkler.
(2) Utilizing alternative examination methods such as:

(a) Using video inspection equipment that is inserted into the system at strategic points to observe the internal condition
of pipes. This equipment provides a visual exam of the pipes using a camera and lighting system on the end of a push
cable. Video inspection equipment can be inserted in alarm, dry, and preaction valves for a look into risers, feed mains,
some cross mains, and some branch lines, depending on the system configuration. The push cable can also be inserted
in a check valve when performing the five year internal inspection required by section 13.4.2.1 to view additional areas
of a system, and in the fire department connection to perform the interior inspection required by 13.7.2.

(b) Ultrasonic or similar technology which allows the pipe wall to be tested to determine the extent of any deterioration
due to MIC or other forms of corrosion. This method would not typically be used for the internal inspection of piping
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required by this section because it may not detect the presence of solid material in the piping such as wood, plastic, or
other foreign obstructions that are not a byproduct of corrosion because only small representative sections of pipe are
examined.

(c) A laboratory analysis of water samples obtained from the fire protection system, combined with collecting and
inspecting solid material from fire protection system water discharged from a main drain, and an inspector’s test
connection, may provide an indication of the presence of corrosion, MIC and/or foreign materials.  If a high level of MIC
is identified, or if a significant amount of foreign materials is found, further investigation may be warranted to verify the
extent of corrosion, MIC or other obstructions in the system.  The solid materials should be collected with an
appropriately sized strainer. If inspection of the solid materials identifies excessive rust, black water color, or sulfur
(rotten egg) odors, an obstruction investigation as described in Section 14.3 is warranted.

A.14.2.1.2 The purpose of the assessment of the internal condition of piping is to identify whether foreign organic and
inorganic material is present as the presence of such material can potentially be detrimental to the performance of the
sprinkler system.  Corrosion, which includes microbiologically influenced corrosion (MIC), can be prevalent in sprinkler
piping, but not necessarily in all systems, or buildings, or geographic locations.  Therefore, the risk analysis should be
based upon evidence noted and/or data obtained from proximate sprinkler systems, known problems from the water
supply, as well as other factors that could affect the integrity of the system piping.  The decision of when, how often, and
which method to use to conduct an assessment should also consider the risk of emptying and refilling the sprinkler
system with water which could adversely impact the sprinkler system by introducing foreign or inorganic material into the
sprinkler system.

Most piping systems may contain some foreign material or other evidence of corrosion but not sufficient to
trigger an obstruction investigation. Furthermore, an internal inspection is primarily an inspection for determining
corrosion of the pipe, but it may result in finding the presence of material that would be an obstruction to piping or
sprinklers. If such is found an obstruction investigation in Section 14.3 would be required.

The inspection of piping is not required where the pipe is not readily accessible, such as above gypsum
ceilings. Additionally, not all systems, such as those installed in accordance with NFPA13R, have grooved couplings or
flushing connections.

In large warehouses, high rise buildings, and other buildings having multiple systems, it is reasonable to
perform the internal inspection assessment on half of the systems, and conclude that these are representative of all
systems in the building. The systems in the building not inspected assessed during one inspection frequency cycle
should be inspected assessed during the next one. As long as there is no evidence of any foreign organic and/or
inorganic material found in any of the systems being inspected assessed, every other system would be inspected
assessed once every 10 years frequency cycle. However, if foreign organic and/or inorganic material is found in any
system in the building during the 5 year inspection frequency cycle, all systems must would then be inspected assessed
during that inspection frequency cycle.

This section has been changed and reorganized to allow for options when trying to determine the
integrity of the fire protection system piping. The title was changed to more accurately describe that an assessment is
now being required, and not just an internal pipe inspection. That assessment could include an internal pipe inspection,
but it could also include alternative methods for checking for the presence of obstructing material that could affect the
performance of the system in a fire event, as well as for corrosion that could affect the life span of the system. The
frequency of the assessment can now be determined through a risk analysis which could determine that a longer
frequency is appropriate, or that a shorter frequency is necessary, but if an approved risk analysis is not performed, the
assessment must be performed every five years, with exceptions as provided.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-151     Log #43

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Robert G. Caputo, Fire & Life Safety America

25-292
Revise text to read as follows:

Tubercules or slime.  If found during system piping remodel or revisions shall be tested for indications of
microbiologically influenced corrosion (MIC).

This comment is made in support of the committee action to delete sections 14.2.1 & 14.2.1.1
however, section 14.2.1.2 should be re-worded and renumbered to provide guidance when evidence of MIC is
discovered during normal deconstruction or remodeling of system piping or components.

Move this language to a new 14.3.4 and revise as follows:
14.3.4 Tubercules or slime, if found during an obstruction investigation shall be tested for indications of microbiologically
influenced corrosion (MIC)..

This modification is consistent with the submitters comment and would apply anytime normal
ITM activities or system changes are being performed and evidence of MIC is suspected.This change further amends
25-150 (Log # CC11) and the reinsertion of the majority of Chapter 14. This language is already in 14.2 and needs to
appear again 14.3.4

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-152     Log #50

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Richard M. Ray, Cybor Fire Protection Company

25-284
Accept proposal 25-284 as submitted.

This proposal should have been accepted.  The committee statement relying on these inspections being
deleted by incorrectly accepting a previous proposal (log 330) is invalid; the submitter is correct in allowing an
alternative means of performing the inspection – now that NFPA requires a sprinkler head that has been removed to be
replaced with a new sprinkler head, it makes sense to allow this alternative method.

The submitter’s comment is addressed in the rewrite of section 14.2.1. See Technical
Committee Action on 25-150 (Log #CC11).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-153     Log #154

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-284
Accept proposal 25-284 as submitted.

The technical committee should reject proposal 25-281 and keep the internal pipe inspection
requirements in NFPA 25. Because proposal 25-281 was accepted during the proposal stage, other proposals that
would have recommended changes or provided clarity were not considered for their technical merit. This is one of those
proposals that should be reconsidered for its technical merit.

The submitter’s comment is addressed in the rewrite of section 14.2.1. See Technical
Committee Action on 25-150 (Log #CC11).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-154     Log #51

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Richard M. Ray, Cybor Fire Protection Company

25-289
Accept proposal 25-289 as submitted.

This proposal should have been accepted.  The committee statement relying on these inspections being
deleted by incorrectly accepting a previous proposal (log 330) is invalid; the submitter is correct in defining the location
of the branch line that should be inspected - the branch line equipped with the inspector's test connection is periodically
flushed clean by other inspection and testing activities and will result in misleading results of the inspection.

The submitter’s comment is addressed in the rewrite of section 14.2.1. See Technical
Committee Action on 25-150 (Log #CC11).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-155     Log #155

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-289
Accept proposal 25-289 as submitted.

The technical committee should reject proposal 25-281 and keep the internal pipe inspection
requirements in NFPA 25. Because proposal 25-281 was accepted during the proposal stage, other proposals that
would have recommended changes or provided clarity were not considered for their technical merit. This is one of those
proposals that should be reconsidered for its technical merit.

The submitter’s comment is addressed in the rewrite of section 14.2.1. See Technical
Committee Action on 25-150 (Log # CC11).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-156     Log #52

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Richard M. Ray, Cybor Fire Protection Company

25-291
Accept proposal 25-291 as submitted.

This proposal should have been accepted.  The committee statement relying on these inspections being
deleted by incorrectly accepting a previous proposal (log 330) is invalid; the submitter is correct in allowing an
alternative means of performing the inspection – now that NFPA requires a sprinkler head that has been removed to be
replaced with a new sprinkler head, it makes sense to allow this alternative method.

The submitter’s comment is addressed in the rewrite of section 14.2.1. See Technical
Committee Action on 25-150 (Log # CC11).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-157     Log #53

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Richard M. Ray, Cybor Fire Protection Company

25-292
Reject proposal 25-292.

This proposal should have been rejected.  Verbage regarding performing inspections looking for
obstructions in piping have been in the standard since its inception in 1992 (though in chapter 2 at the time, and worded
slightly differently in some editions).  The basic subject at hand and the potential ramifications to the proper operation of
a fire sprinkler system has been clearly known and understood by the fire protection community for many, many years.  I
am in possession of the March 1959 edition of "Internal Cleaning of Sprinkler Pipe" published by the National Board of
Fire Underwriters (first published in 1941).  The committee erred greatly in accepting removal of this required inspection
at 5 year intervals.

The submitter’s comment is addressed in the rewrite of section 14.2.1. See Technical
Committee Action on 25-150 (Log #CC11).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-158     Log #64

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Tracey D. Bellamy, Telgian Corporation

25-296
Reject the proposal.

No justification was provided to support the specified number of locations for the internal examination.
The circumstances surrounding the triggering event for the concern should lead the process in determination of the
appropriate locations for internal examination.

Revise 14.3.2.2 as follows and add new annex text:
  Internal examination shall be performed at the following minimum four points: 

(1) System valve
(2) Riser
(3) Cross main
(4) Branch line
A.14.3.2.2 The indicated locations are presented as the minimum basis for determining the need for the initiation of a
more extensive obstruction investigation effort.  Additional points of examination may be appropriately dictated to assess
the extent and severity of the obstructing material as determined by the observed conditions at these locations.  See
Annex section D.3 for further discussion.

The addition of the word “minimum” allows for the examination of as many points in the system
as is warranted based on the type of obstructing material found and the configuration of the system. The annex text
explains that examining at additional points may be necessary to determine the extent of the obstruction and the
corrective action needed.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-159     Log #139

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joshua Elvove, U.S. General Services Administration

25-296
Reject ROP 25-296 and return to existing text

14.3.3.2 Internal examination shall be performed at the following four points in the affected system or yard main piping:
(1) System valve
(2) Riser
(3) Each cross main
(4) Ten percent of the branch lines

This change adds a significant cost to an obstruction investigation without any technical justification.
Why 10%? Who says this is best practice? This is supposed to be a minimum standard; if an obstruction investigation is
warranted, the four existing requirements are a good start. Should further examination be warranted as a result of
examining the aforementioned four points, then more locations can be examined.

See See Technical Committee Action on 25-158 (Log #64). The changes made in 14.3.2.2 and
the new annex text address the concerns of the submitter.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-160     Log #56

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Bill Galloway, Southern Regional Fire Code Development Committee

25-298
Reconsider the portion of this proposal that changes the time a fire protection system is out of

service from more than “10” hours in a 24-hour period to more than “4” hours in a 24-hour period before the impairment
coordinator shall take certain actions including evacuation or a fire watch.

Four hours is in alignment with NFPA 1 and is a more reasonable length of time for a fire suppression
system being out of service before implementing alternative safety measures.   With the 10 hour limit in a 24-hour
period, this would allow the fire protection system in facilities to be out of service for multi-consecutive 10- hour days on
one shift leaving the occupants without the critical suppression system or any alternative safety measures.  NFPA 1
specifies that the AHJ can require a fire watch when the fire suppression system is out of service more than 4 hours.
NFPA 101-2000 which is utilized by Centers for Medicaid and Medicare for healthcare facilities across the many states
specifies a fire watch is required for fire suppression systems out of service more than 4 hours.  Only in recent editions
of NFPA 101 does it now refer to NFPA 25 which allows more than 10 hours.

When "day work" is being done, it is not uncommon to have the system down for 8 hours during
the work day. Reducing the timeframe to a 4 hour window is not practical for bringing fire watches on or evacuating the
building.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-161     Log #160

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-300
Accept proposal 25-300 modified as follows:

Emergency impairments shall include, but are not limited to, system leakage, interruption of water supply, frozen
or ruptured piping, and equipment failure, or conditions impairments found during inspection, testing or maintenance
activities.

Although not a requirement, this statement has been in the standard since the original 1992 edition and
provides needed guidance for the user of the document, and therefore should remain in the body of the standard. Slight
system leakage is not necessarily and impairment and should be deleted. Adding “impairments found during inspection,
testing or maintenance activities” is needed to make sure these impairments are recognized as emergency impairments.

Accept proposal 25-300 modified as follows:
Emergency impairments shall include, but are not limited to, system leakage, interruption of water supply, frozen

or ruptured piping, and equipment failure, or and includes conditions impairments found during inspection, testing or
maintenance activities.

The "or" statement is not appropriate and was replaced by an "and" statement.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-162     Log #CC3

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Systems,

25-10
Chapter 16 Special Requirements from Other NFPA Documents

16.1 General
16.1.1 Application
16.1.1.1* This chapter shall include the inspection, testing, and maintenance requirements for water based fire
protection systems found in other NFPA standards that are different than those included in this standard.
16.1.1.2* The requirements of this chapter shall be extracted from the other referenced standards.
16.1.1.3 Where the requirements of the reference standard differ from the requirements of this standard, the reference
standard shall take precedence.
16.1.2 Definitions. For terms not defined in Chapter 3, the definitions of the reference standard shall apply.
16.2 Small Residential Board and Care Occupancies
16.2.1 The requirements in this section shall only apply to Residential Board and Care Facilities with sprinkler systems
installed in accordance with NFPA 13D,Standard  for the Installation of Sprinkler Systems in One- and Two-Family
Dwellings and Manufactured Homes, as described in NFPA 101, Life Safety Code.
16.2.1.1 Systems installed in accordance with NFPA 13D,Standard  for the Installation of Sprinkler Systems in One- and
Two-Family Dwellings and Manufactured Homes, shall be inspected, tested, and maintained in accordance with NFPA
101 33.2.3.5.7.1 through 33.2.3.5.7.15, which reference specific sections of NFPA 25, Standard for the Inspection,
Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Fire Protection Systems. The frequency of the inspection, test, or
maintenance shall be in accordance with this Code, whereas the purpose and procedure shall be from NFPA
25.[101-33.2.3.5.7]
16.2.1.1.1 Control valves shall be inspected monthly in accordance with 13.3.2 of NFPA 25, Standard for the Inspection,
Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Fire Protection Systems. [101-33.2.3.5.7.1]
16.2.1.1.2 Gages shall be inspected monthly in accordance with 13.2.7.1 of NFPA 25, Standard for the Inspection,
Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Fire Protection Systems. [101-33.2.3.5.7.2]
16.2.1.1.3 Alarm devices shall be inspected quarterly in accordance with 5.2.6 of NFPA 25, Standard for the Inspection,
Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Fire Protection Systems. [101-33.2.3.5.7.3]
16.2.1.1.4 Alarm devices shall be tested semiannually in accordance with 5.3.3 of NFPA 25, Standard for the Inspection,
Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Fire Protection Systems. [101-33.2.3.5.7.4]
16.2.1.1.5 Valve supervisory switches shall be tested semiannually in accordance with 13.3.3.5 of NFPA 25, Standard
for the Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Fire Protection Systems. [101-33.2.3.5.7.5]
16.2.1.1.6 Visible sprinklers shall be inspected annually in accordance with 5.2.1 of NFPA 25, Standard for the
Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Fire Protection Systems. [101-33.2.3.5.7.6]
16.2.1.1.7 Visible pipe shall be inspected annually in accordance with 5.2.2 of NFPA 25, Standard for the Inspection,
Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Fire Protection Systems. [101-33.2.3.5.7.7]
16.2.1.1.8 Visible pipe hangers shall be inspected annually in accordance with 5.2.3 of NFPA 25, Standard for the
Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Fire Protection Systems. [101-33.2.3.5.7.8]
16.2.1.1.9 Buildings shall be inspected annually prior to the onset of freezing weather to ensure that there is adequate
heat wherever water-filled piping is run in accordance with 5.2.5 of NFPA 25, Standard for the Inspection, Testing, and
Maintenance of Water-Based Fire Protection Systems. [101-33.2.3.5.7.9]
16.2.1.1.10 A representative sample of fast-response sprinklers shall be tested once the sprinklers in the system are 20
years old in accordance with 5.3.1.1.1.2 of NFPA 25, Standard for the Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of
Water-Based Fire Protection Systems. If the sample fails the test, all of the sprinklers represented by that sample shall
be replaced. If the sprinklers pass the test, the test shall be repeated every 10 years thereafter. [101-33.2.3.5.7.10]
16.2.1.1.11 A representative sample of dry-pendent sprinklers shall be tested once the sprinklers in the system are 10
years old in accordance with 5.3.1.1.1.5 of NFPA 25, Standard for the Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of
Water-Based Fire Protection Systems. If the sample fails the test, all of the sprinklers represented by that sample shall
be replaced. If the sprinklers pass the test, the test shall be repeated every 10 years thereafter. [101-33.2.3.5.7.11]
16.2.1.1.12 Antifreeze solutions shall be tested annually in accordance with 5.3.4 of NFPA 25, Standard for the
Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Fire Protection Systems. [101-33.2.3.5.7.12]
16.2.1.1.13 Control valves shall be operated through their full range and returned to normal annually in accordance with
13.3.3.1 of NFPA 25, Standard for the Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Fire Protection Systems.
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[101-33.2.3.5.7.13]
16.2.1.1.14 Operating stems of OS&Y valves shall be lubricated annually in accordance with 13.3.4 of NFPA 25,
Standard for the Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Fire Protection Systems. [101-33.2.3.5.7.14]
16.2.1.1.15 Dry-pipe systems that extend into the unheated portions of the building shall be inspected, tested, and
maintained in accordance with 13.4.4 of NFPA 25, Standard for the Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of
Water-Based Fire Protection Systems. [101-33.2.3.5.7.15]
A.16.1.1.1* There are numerous NFPA documents that have special requirements for the inspection, testing, and
maintenance of water based fire protection systems that are different than those in NFPA 25. In many cases those
documents reference back to NFPA 25, and could have either more stringent or even less stringent requirements then
those in NFPA 25.
A.16.1.1.2* These requirements are not written by or able to be amended by the technical committee of this standard,
and therefore the text is an extract from the document that has the requirements.

This committee comment introduces a new chapter to NFPA 25 that would capture special
requirements in other NFPA documents, when the scope of that document allows it to have different ITM requirements
than those in NFPA 25, and that document references NFPA 25. During this revision cycle the only requirements
included are those from NFPA 101 that apply to Residential Board and Care Occupancies when the sprinkler system is
installed in accordance with NFPA 13D. Having this chapter in NFPA 25 will also allow requirements in other standards
such as NFPA 409, Standard on Aircraft Hangars to be extracted and added in the next revision cycle.

The references in the extracted sections reference the 2011 edition of NFPA 25. These
references will be updated to the 2014 sections.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-163     Log #168

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-22
Revise the annex section to the definition of by inserting the following new text before

the existing text:
The use of the phrase is a broad reference to those terms used in titles of

chapters 5 through 12 of this standard. Some fire protection features are referred to as systems in the installation
standards (Sprinkler, Standpipe, Water Spray, Foam-Water, and Water Mist), or are referred to as units (Fire Pumps),
and others use neither term (Private Service Fire Mains and Water Tanks). For the purpose of this standard, the term
unit refers to a fire pump and its connections required by NFPA 20, or a water storage tank and its connections required
by NFPA 22, or a Private Service Fire Main and its connections required by NFPA 24. The use of the term “unit” in the
definitions of impairment, deficiency, critical deficiency, and non-critical deficiency is not referring to an individual
component such as a sprinkler, valve, fitting, switch, piece of pipe, etc.

There needs to be an explanation of the word “unit” in this definition. Some are confusing this to mean a
single sprinkler, or valve, or switch, etc., and if any of these components are “out of order” they are considering the
system impaired. That is not the intent of this definition. The word “unit” was added to the definition of impairment in the
2008 edition of NFPA 25 with no explanation or justification for adding it. It makes sense to have it in the definition
because fire pumps, water storage tanks, and private service fire mains are not referred to as “systems”.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-164     Log #37

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Larry Keeping, Professional Loss Control

25-244
Revise the proposed A.3.3.36 to delete the sentence that refers to an inspectors test connection as

follows:
A.3.3.36  These connections can include the main drain, fire pump test header, backflow preventer forward flow test
connection, fire hydrant and other similar locations. In the absence of the aforementioned devices, an inspectors test
connection may be used.

An inspector’s test connection, fitted with an orifice that is equivalent to that of the smallest sprinkler
K-factor in a system provides an inadequate mechanism for testing the valve status. This was noted in the Committee
Statement for Proposal 25-3, Log #242, which said: “The technical committee does not feel it is appropriate to use the
ITC for the valve status test as the ITC doesn’t flow a sufficient amount of water to gauge flow. It’s also a common
procedure to open the ITC when opening the valve and therefore doesn’t make sense to go back and open it again….”.

Smaller drain systems can be supported by the ITC  where main drains, fire pump test headers,
backflow preventer forward flow test connections or fire hydrants are not present.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-165     Log #140

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joshua Elvove, U.S. General Services Administration

25-308
Accept ROP 25-308 and revise A.4.1.4 as follows

When specifically requested by the property owner or designated representative, conditions noted that are not in
compliance with the applicable installation standard should be reported to the property owner or designated
representative. These conditions may be reported separately from those deficiencies typically noted during normal
inspection, testing and maintenance activities.

Given the scope of NFPA 25 continues to include hazard evaluations, the proposed text is NOT in
excess of the standard. Hence, there's really no reason for this fairly benign change to be rejected. The annex note
simply proposes to make it clear that it's permitted for inspections to note design and installation deficiencies but if so
noted, to do so separately from ITM deficiencies. Note: if my companion comment to delete 4.1.5 and 4.1.6 is accepted,
this comment can then be rejected.

The standard is a minimum standard and the owner always has the opportunity to do more.
The standard as written does not prohibit what the submitter is proposing.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-166     Log #161

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Terry L. Victor, Tyco/SimplexGrinnell

25-310
Accept proposal 25-310 and modified as follows:

B. Has the occupancy and hazard of contents remained the same since the system was originally installed or since the
last inspection system evaluation?

The change being proposed is meant to close a potential loop-hole in the recommended questions to
the owner or the owner’s authorized representative. The way the current question B is written, a change that was made
over a year ago without a system evaluation may not be disclosed to the inspector. “Since the last inspection” could be
the one a week ago or a month ago, the answer to the question could honestly be “no”. The intent of the question is to
prompt the owner or representative to recall if a change was made that should have initiated an evaluation of the
adequacy of the system to protect the new occupancy or hazard. If a change was made, and an evaluation wasn’t
performed, the inspector should make the recommendation of an evaluation.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-167     Log #106

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-108
Add a new part F to Figure A.4.3.1 as follows:

***Insert Figure A.4.3.1 Here***
If the committee does not want to make mandatory the checking of the pitch of pipe, then the building

owners need to accept the responsibility of what will happen.  Over time, portions of buildings settle and the pipe may no
longer be pitched towards a drain, even if it was installed correctly to start with.  Sprinkler contractors should not accept
the liability for a problem with the building and there should be a clear way of spelling that out to the building owner.

The concept of inspecting pitch was rejected in  25-39 (Log #105).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-168     Log #58

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Russell B. Leavitt, Telgian Corporation

25-108
Reject the committee’s Accept in Principle which moved the proposed text to the annex and delete

all text included in this proposal .
The pitch of piping should not be a part of the inspection process and should not be addressed in the

annex.  This new language will cause more problems than it solves. For example, single and non-interlock preaction
systems had no requirement for pitch prior to 2007.
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F. Has the pitch of the pipe in dry or preaction systems been checked?      Yes      No 
     If no, the inspection and testing contractor is not responsible for damage that may occur such as 
freezing of water in pipe or corrosion due to poor drainage. 
 
Figure A.4.3.1 
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-169     Log #32

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Larry Keeping, Professional Loss Control

25-106
Add a new A.5.2.2.1 similar to that, which was originally proposed:

A.5.2.2.1   Surface corrosion not impacting the integrity of the piping strength or raising concern of potential leakage
should not warrant the replacement of piping. A degree of judgment should be exercised in the determination of the
extent of corrosion that would necessitate replacement.

Black steel pipe starts to rust shortly after it first manufactured. This light surface corrosion is always to
be expected. Similarly, cast iron fittings often develop a bit of surface corrosion between manufacturer and
fabrication/installation. However, as it is currently written in the standard it is implied that, when piping starts to lose its
luster, it needs to be replaced. This was never the intent, and the proposed Annex text provides the necessary
clarification.
Contrary to the last part of the Committee Statement, this . minor corrosion can often be observed from floor level,
particularly with good lighting and lower roof heights.  The part of the Committee Statement that said the text is
subjective is entirely correct. An inspector must often make judgement calls, and this Annex text will significantly help
with the decision process.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-170     Log #86

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Damon T. Pietraz, Underwood Fire Equipment, Inc.

25-175
Revise text to read as follows:

...main relief valve that is piped back to the pump suction.
Russ Fleming's comment as a negative is correct. There are systems that require the main relief valve

to operate to keep from over pressurizing the system.

Does not address the issue of existing systems with a pressure relief valve piped back to
suction that must operate at churn to prevent subjecting system components to pressures above their rating. This issues
is addressed in 25-92 (Log #CC1).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-171     Log #141

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joshua Elvove, U.S. General Services Administration

25-323
Accept ROP 25-323 and revise A.8.3.3.5 as follows:

A.8.3.3.5 It is not the intent to verify that all the alarm conditions required NFPA 20 (e.g., low oil pressure, high coolant
temperature, failure of engine to start, engine overspeed, loss of phase, phase reversal) transmit individually to a remote
location, as long as these alarms can be individually verified or simulated at the pump controller.

Allowing simulation of signal transmission should be permitted. The alarms for loss of phase and
phase reversal, are permitted to be sent remotely as a common alarm and are not required to be sent remotely as
individually annunciated points when they are individually annunciated at the controller.

Any simulation of alarms should originate at the device source, not at the pump controller.
Receipt of alarms should be verified from the origination point all the way to the intended receiving location.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-172     Log #112

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-244
In the second paragraph of section A.13.2.5, delete the word “test” and change “obstructed” to

“unobstructed” as follows:
These drains also are used to determine whether there is a major reduction in water-flow to the system, such as could
be caused by a major obstruction, a dropped gate, a valve that is almost fully closed, or a check valve clapper stuck to
the valve seat. A satisfactory Main Drain Test test (i.e. one that reflects the results of previous tests) does not
necessarily indicate an unobstructed passage, nor does it prove that all valves in the upstream flow of water are fully
opened.  However, these tests provide a reasonable level of confidence that the water supply has not been
compromised.

Editorial.  The word “test” was not crossed out in the ROP after the word “Test” creating a redundancy.
Also, the satisfactory test would not indicate an “unobstructed” passage, since the discussion is about a satisfactory test.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-173     Log #16

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
J. William Sheppard, Sheppard & Associates, LLC

25-340
Retain existing wording in annex.

Present wording in Section 14.3.1(4) is adequate and the annex material as presented serves as
examples (not necessarily all-inclusive). There is no need to modify and add wording in the code.

Having this additional “trigger” to an obstruction investigation as annex text to item (4) on this
list is not appropriate since item (4) only involves water flow during drain tests and inspector’s tests, and the trigger also
involves draining and/or refilling a system. This important addition to the list belongs in the main body with the other
triggers.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-174     Log #CC12

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Systems,

25-296
Add text to read as follows:

A.14.3.2.3 Alternative examination methods can include:
(1) Using video inspection equipment that is inserted into the system at strategic points to observe the internal condition
of pipes. This equipment provides a visual exam of the pipes using a camera and lighting system on the end of a push
cable. Video inspection equipment can be inserted in alarm, dry, and preaction valves, in the risers, and into cross
mains and branch lines, depending on the system configuration. This equipment can also be used to determine the
results of any flushing that was performed.
(2) Ultrasonic or similar technology which allows the pipe wall to be externally tested to determine the extent of any
deterioration due to MIC or other forms of corrosion. This method has advantages including allowing the system to be
left in service while performing the examination, and pinpointing where pipes are about to fail before the actual failure
occurs, allowing preventive action to be taken. This technology does have its limitations and to be thorough all pipes
would require access, even those in concealed spaces such as those above ceilings. This technology can detect the
presence of a buildup of sludge, scale, or other byproducts of corrosion, and can detect existing air pockets in wet
systems as wells as trapped sections of pipe in dry systems that aren’t adequately drained. This technology cannot
detect the presence of MIC itself, but can detect tubercules caused by MIC. In most cases this technology will not detect
the presence of solid material in the piping such as wood, plastic, or other foreign obstructions that are not a byproduct
of corrosion because only small representative sections of pipe are examined.

This new annex text describes some of the alternative methods that can be used to perform the
obstruction investigation.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-175     Log #69

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Tracey D. Bellamy, Telgian Corporation

25-342
Revise text to read as follows:

Occasionally, fire protection systems  in idle or vacant buildings are shut off and drained.  When the equipment is
eventually restored to service after a long period of not being maintained, it is recommended that a responsible and
knowledgeable qualified maintenance personnel or a qualified contractor perform the work. The following procedure is
recommended:

The term qualified is consistent with that used elsewhere in the Standard.

Revise text to read as follows:

Occasionally, fire protection systems  in idle or vacant buildings are shut off and drained.  When the equipment is
eventually restored to service after a long period of not being maintained, it is recommended that a responsible and
knowledgeable qualified personnel or a qualified contractor perform the work. The following procedure is recommended:

The term "maintenance" was deleted as it limited who can work on the system to only
contractors or maintenance personnel.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-176     Log #90

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Darrell W. Underwood, Underwood Fire Equipment, Inc.

25-342
Revise text to read as follows:

...after a long period of not being maintained it is recommended that a responsible and knowledgeable contractor
qualified person perform the work.

The person should be "qualified" as defined by NFPA 25, section 3.3.28; not necessarily a contractor.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-175 (Log #69).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-177     Log #142

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joshua Elvove, U.S. General Services Administration

25-345
Accept ROP 25-345 and delete annex E.

The list is no longer appropriate since there no longer are critical or non-critical deficiencies defined in
the body of the standard. Moreover, the distinction is arbitrary and could thus be misinterpreted by those trying to use
the table.

The Technical Committee relocated annex E to annex A based on 25-178 (Log # CC10). This
annex provides guidance to users on how to classify deficiencies and impairments.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-178     Log #CC10

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Systems,

25-347
Insert revised Annex E table and  intro into Annex A. This annex table will be attached to the

definition of "Deficiency".

****Insert Annex A Deficiency.Doc Here****

The table becomes easier to access when it is attached to the definition of "deficiency" as opposed to
creating references to a separate annex. Moving Table E.1 to a new Table A.4.1.4 changes it from an example to
explanatory material which will give more clarity to the inspecting contractor and direction to the owner.

102Printed on  11/5/2012



1 
NFPA 25 Log #CC10 Rec A2013 ROC 

 

 

Water-Based Fire Protection System Inspection & Testing Findings 
     
   

Item Finding Reference Impairment 
Critical 

Deficiency 
Non-critical 
Deficiency 

Chapter 5 SPRINKLER SYSTEMS - Inspection 
    

Sprinklers 

Leaking, heavily corroded, painted operating element or 
bulb or deflector or cover plate, heavily loaded, foreign 
materials attached to or suspended from, improper 
orientation, glass bulbs that have lost fluid 5.2.1.1.1 X 

   
All Sprinklers Leaking - spraying or running water  5.2.1.1.1 X 

  
All Sprinklers Leaking - dripping water  5.2.1.1.1 

 
X 

 
All Sprinklers Foreign material attached or suspended from 5.2.1.1.1 X 

  

All Sprinklers 

Spray pattern obstructed - less that 18" or 36" below 
deflector (storage, signs, banner, etc.stock, furnishings, and 
equipment), temporary or non-permanent (signs, banners, 
decorations, etc) 5.2.1.1.1 

 
X 

 

Sprinklers 

Spray pattern obstructed - greater than 18" below deflector 
(ducts, decks, etc. over 4' wide, overhead doors) temporary 
or non-permanent (signs, banners, decorations, etc) 5.2.1.1.1 

 
X 

 

All Sprinklers Lightly loaded 5.2.1.1.1 
  

X 

Standard Response 
Sprinklers in Non-

residential Occupancies 

(1) sprinkler and less than 50% of the sprinklers in a 
compartment is heavily loaded or corroded, painted 
operating element or bulb or deflector or cover plate, 
improper orientation, glass bulb has lost fluid 5.2.1.1.1 

 
X 

 

Standard Response 
Sprinklers in Non-

residential Occupancies 

(2) or more sprinklers in a compartment are heavily loaded 
or corroded, painted operating element or bulb or deflector 
or cover plate, improper orientation, glass bulb has lost 
fluid 5.2.1.1.1 X 
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Fast Response Element, 
Quick Response, 

Residential Sprinklers 
and Standard Response in 
Residential Occupancies 

Any sprinklers, heavily loaded or corroded, painted 
operating element or bulb or deflector or cover plate, 
improper orientation, glass bulb has lost fluid 5.2.1.1.1 X 

  
Cover Plates 

Concealed sprinkler cover plates caulked or glued to the 
ceiling 

 
X   

 
Escutcheons and Cover 

Plates 

Missing recessed or flush  escutcheons, or concealed cover 
plate with the deflector and operating element in the correct 
position 5.2.1.1.4 new 

 
X X 

Escutcheons and Cover 
Plates 

Missing recessed or flush  escutcheons, or concealed cover 
plate with the deflector and operating element not in the 
correct position 5.2.1.1.4 new X 

  
Escutcheons 

Missing, Painted, or rusted Recessed or flush escutcheons 
caulked or glued to the ceiling 5.2.1.1.4 new 

 
X 

 
Spare sprinkler cabinet 

Cabinet missing, temp. over 100°F, not proper number and 
type, missing wrench for each type,  

5.2.1.3 (1) & 
(2) 

  
X 

Pipe and fittings Leaking - slowly dripping and/or moisture on surface 5.2.2.1   X 
 

Pipe and fittings Leaking - spraying or running water   5.2.2.1 X   
 

Pipe and Fittings 

Poor condition/external corrosion, mechanical damage,  not 
properly aligned, external loading Critical mechanical 
damage 

  
X 

 Hangers & seismic braces Damaged or loose 5.2.3.2 
  

X 
Hangers & seismic braces Unattached or components missing 5.2.3.2 

 
X 

 Gauges Poor condition 5.2.4.1 
  

X 
Gauges Not showing normal water/air pressure 5.2.4.1, 5.2.4.2 

 
X 

 Gauges Freezer - system pressure lower than compressor 5.2.4.4 X 
  

Building 
Prior to freezing weather - exposed piping exposed to 
freezing 5.2.5 

  
X 

Building 
Found during potential for freezing weather - exposed 
piping exposed to freezing 5.2.5 

 
X 

 
Alarm devices Physical damage apparent 5.2.6 5.2.5 

  
X 

Hydraulic design 
information sign Not attached properly, illegible or missing 5.2.7 5.2.6 

  
X 

Information sign Not attached illegible or missing New 
  

X 
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Heat Tape Not in accordance with mfg instructions 5.2.7 
 

X 
  

 
Chapter 5 SPRINKLER SYSTEMS – Testing 

          

      

      

      

      

                  
   

X 
  

Gauges 
Not replaced or calibrated in 5 years, not accurate within 
3% of scale 5.3.2 

  
X 

Alarm devices Water motor and gong not functioning 5.3.3 
 

X X 

Alarm devices 
Pressure switch or vane type switch not functioning or no 
alarm 5.3.3 

 
X 

 

Antifreeze systems 

Mixture and concentration does not meet the requirements 
of 5.3.4.2.1 

5.3.4 
 

X 
 

Main drain 

 
Concentration is inadequate to prevent freezing    Table 
A.5.3.4.2.1(1) (IMPAIRMENT –X)                                                         
 
 
More than 10% Large drop in full flow pressure or slow 
return to normal static pressure. 13.2.5.2 X X 

 

Obstruction Investigation 
Assessment of the 
Internal Condition 

 Inspection revealed presence of MIC, zebra mussels, rust 
and scale 14.2.1 

 
X 
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Chapter 6 STANDPIPE AND HOSE SYSTEMS - Inspection 
     Piping Leaking 6.2.1 X 

   
Piping 

Poor condition/external corrosion, mechanical damager, not 
properly aligned, external loads 6.2.1 

 
X 

  Pipe and fittings Leaking - slowly dripping and/or moisture on surface 6.2.1   X 
  Pipe and fittings Leaking - spraying or running water   6.2.1 X 

   

Pipe and fittings Critical mechanical damage 6.2.1 
 

X 
  Hose Cuts, couplings not of compatible threads 6.2.1, NFPA 1962 X 
  Hose Deterioration, no gasket or damaged gaskets 6.2.1, NFPA 1962 X 
  Hose Mildew present, corrosion present, hose not connected 6.2.1, NFPA 1962 

 
X 

 Hose nozzle Missing, broken parts or thread gasket damaged 6.2.1, NFPA 1962 X 
  

Hose storage 
Hose not properly racked or rolled, nozzle clip missing, 
nozzle not contained, damaged, obstructed 6.2.1, NFPA 1962 X 

  

Cabinet 

Corroded or damaged parts, not easy to open, not 
accessible, not identified, door glazing in poor condition, 
lock not functioning in break glass type, valve, hose nozzle, 
fire extinguisher, ect. not readily accessible 6.2.1, NFPA 1962 X 

  Hydraulic Design 
Information Sign Missing  6.2.3 

  
X 

  
Chapter 6 STANDPIPE AND HOSE SYSTEMS - Testing 

     Hose storage device Rack will not swing out of cabinet at least 90° 6.2.1, NFPA 1962 
 

X 
 Standpipe system Test results did not provide design pressure at required flow 6.3.1.1 X X 

 
  

Standpipe system No flow test done after 5 years 6.3.1.1 
 

X X 
 Dry standpipe, dry portion 

of wet standpipe and 
manual standpipe system 
Hydrostatic test of manual 
and semi-automatic dry 
standpipe systems Test showed leaks Leakage in inside piping 6.3.2 X 

 
X 

 Dry standpipe, dry portion 
of wet standpipe and 
manual standpipe system No hydrostatic test done after 5 years 6.3.2 

 
X X 

 
Main drain 

More than 10% Large drop in full flow pressure or slow 
return to normal static pressure. 6.3.1.5 X X  
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Obstruction Investigation 
Assessment of the Internal 
Condition 

No inspection of main and branch line after 5 years or 
iInspection revealed presence of MIC, zebra mussels, rust 
and scale 14.2.1 

 
X 
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Chapter 7 PRIVATE FIRE SERVICE MAINS - Inspection 
    Exposed piping Leaking - slowly dripping and/or moisture on surface 7.2.2.1.2 X X 

 Exposed piping Leaking - spraying or running water   7.2.2.1.2 X 
  

Exposed piping Mechanical damage, corroded or not properly restrained 7.2.2.1.2 
 

X 
 Mainline strainers Plugged or fouled 7.2.2.3 X 

  Mainline strainers Corroded 7.2.2.3 
 

X 
 Dry barrel , wet barrel & 

wall hydrant Inaccessible, barrel contains ice, cracks in barrel 7.2.2.4 X 
  Dry barrel , wet barrel & 

wall hydrant 
Barrel contains water, improper drainage from barrel, leaks 
at outlets or top of hydrant 7.2.2.4 

 
X 

 Dry barrel , wet barrel & 
wall hydrant 

Tightness of outlets, worn nozzle threads, worn operating 
nut, missing wrench 7.2.2.4 

  
X 

Monitor nozzles Damaged, corroded or leaking 7.2.2.6 
 

X 
 Hose/hydrant houses Inaccessible 7.2.2.7 X 

  Hose/hydrant houses Damaged 7.2.2.7 
 

X 
 Hose/hydrant houses Not fully equipped 7.2.2.7 

  
X 

      Chapter 7 PRIVATE FIRE SERVICE MAINS - Testing 
    Underground and exposed 

piping 
No flow test done after 5 years or Ttest results not 
comparable to previous results 7.3.1 

 
X X 

Dry barrel & Wall hydrant 
Hydrant did not flow clear or did not drain within 60 
minutes 

7.3.2.1            
7.3.2.4       

  
X 

Monitor nozzles 
Did not flow acceptable amount of water or did not operate 
throughout their full range 7.3.3.1  7.3.3.2 

 
X 
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Chapter 8 FIRE PUMPS – Inspection 
    

Pump house/room Upon visual observation the 8.2.2 
 

X 
 Pump house/room Ventilating louvers not free to operate 8.2.2 

 
X 

 

Pump house/room 

Heat not adequate, temperature less than 40F ( less than 
70F for diesel pumps without engine heaters) 8.2.2(1) 

 
 

X 
 

 
Pump house/room 

Heat not adequate, temperature less than 40F 
 

8.2.2(1) 
 

X 
 

  

Pump house/room 

Heat not adequate, temperature less than 70F for diesel 
pumps without engine heaters 

 

8.2.2(1) 

 

X 

 
  

Pump house/room 

Heat not adequate, temperature less than 40F, or as 
recommended by the engine manufacturer, for diesel 
pumps with engine heaters 

 

8.2.2(1) 

 

X 

 
  

Pump system 

Suction, discharge or bypass valves not fully open, pipe 
leaking, suction line & system line pressure not normal, 
wet pit suction screens obstructed 8.2.2 X 

   
Col 1- Pump system Suction Col 
2-  Reservoir Empty  
Col 3- 8.2.2 
Col 4- Impairment  
 
 
Pump system 

Suction reservoir does not have require water level not full, 
wet pit suction screens missing 8.2.2 

 
X 

 
 
 
 
 

Pump System 

Minor leaking or drips on floor 

 

8.2.2(2) 

 
  

X 
 

Pump System 

Suction, discharge, or bypass valves not fully open, major 
leaking such as spraying or leaking to the extent that pump 
performance might be questioned.pipe leaking, suction line 
and system line pressure not normal, wet pit suction screen 

8.2.2(2) 

 

X 
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obstructed 

 

Pump System 

Suction reservoir not full, wet pit suction screens missing 

 

8.2.2(2) 

 
 

X 

 
 

Electrical system 
 

8.2.2 X 
  Electrical system 

 
8.2.2 

 
X X 

Electrical system 
 

8.2.2 
  

X 

Electrical power to pump system    

No electrical power - controller pilot light not illuminated, 
transfer switch pilot light not illuminated, isolating switch 
not closed reverse phase alarm pilot light on or normal 
phase light is off, oil level in vertical motor sight glass not 
normal 

8.2.2(3) 

 

X 

 
  

Electrical power to pump system    

Electrical power is provided - controller pilot light not 
illuminated, transfer switch pilot light not illuminated, 
reverse phase alarm pilot light on or normal phase light is 
not illuminated 

 

8.2.2(3) 

 
  

X 
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Electrical power to pump system    

Circuit breakers and fuses tripped/open over 2 years old 

 

8.2.2(3) 

 

X 

 

X 

 
 

Electrical system    

 

Electrical power is provided - controller pilot light not 
illuminated, transfer switch pilot light not illuminated, 
reverse phase alarm pilot light on or normal phase light is 
not illuminated 

 

8.2.2(3) 

 
  

X 

 

Diesel engine system 

Fuel tank less than two-thirds full, controller selector 
switch not in auto position, battery voltage readings not 
normal, battery charging current not normal, battery pilot 
lights off or battery failure pilot lights on,  alarm pilot 
lights are on, engine running time meter not reading, oil 
level in right angle gear drive not normal, crankcase oil 
level not nomal, cooling water level not normal, electrolyte 
level in batteries not normal, battery terminals corroded, 
water-jacket 
heater not operating 8.2.2 

 
X 

 

Diesel engine system 

 

Fuel tank less than two-thirds full, controller selector 
switch not in auto position, battery voltage readings not 
normal, battery charging current not normal, battery pilot 
lights off or battery failure pilot lights on, alarm pilot  
lights are on, engine running time meter not reading, oil 
level in right angle gear drive not normal, crankcase oil 
level not normal, cooling water level not normal, 
electrolyte level in batteries not normal, battery terminals 
corroded, water-jacket heater not operating 

Fuel tank empty 

8.2.2                                     

8.2.2(4 X 
 

X 
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Diesel engine system 
Alarm pilot lights are on 

 
8.2.2(4) 

 

X 

 
Diesel engine system 

Battery charging current not normal 

 
8.2.2(4) 

 

X 

 
Diesel engine system 

Battery failure pilot lights on 

 
8.2.2(4) 

 

X 

 
Diesel engine system 

Battery pilot lights off 

 
8.2.2(4) 

 

X 

 
Diesel engine system 

Battery terminals corroded 

 
8.2.2(4) 

 

X 

 Diesel engine system Battery voltage readings not normal 8.2.2(4) 

 

X 

 Diesel engine system Controller selector switch not in auto position 8.2.2(4) X 

  Diesel engine system Cooling water level not normal 8.2.2(4) 

  

X 

Diesel engine system Cooling water level not visible 8.2.2(4) 

 

X 

 Diesel engine system Crankcase oil level not normal 8.2.2(4) 

  

X 

Diesel engine system Crankcase oil level below low level 8.2.2(4) 

 

X 

 



12 
NFPA 25 Log #CC10 Rec A2013 ROC 

 

Diesel engine system Electrolyte level in batteries not normal 8.2.2(4) 

  
X 

Diesel engine system Electrolyte level in batteries below top of battery plates 8.2.2(4) 

 

X 

 Diesel engine system Engine running time meter not reading 8.2.2(4) 

  
X 

Diesel engine system 
Fuel tank less than two-thirds full 

8.2.2(4) X X 
 

Diesel engine system 
Water-jacket heater not operating 

8.2.2(4) 
 

X 
 

Diesel engine system 

Oil level in right angle gear drive not normal (not at level 
mark but visible in sight glass) 

8.2.2(4) 
  

X 

Diesel engine system 

Oil level in right angle gear drive below low level (not 
visible in sight glass or below one finger knuckle for 
inspection hole) 

8.2.2(4) 
 

X 
 Steam system Steam pressure gauge reading not normal 8.2.2 

 
X 

 

      Chapter 8 FIRE PUMPS - Testing 
     

Fire pump test 

 

Pump did not start automatically, electric pump did not run 
10 minutes, diesel pump did not run 30 minutes 8.3.2.3, 8.3.2.4 X 

  

Fire pump test 

 

Pump did not start automatically 
Pump failed to run for 10 minutes 
Pump failed to run for 30 minutes 

 

8.3.2.2 
8.3.2.3(impairment

)                   
 8.3.2.4 

 

          X 

X 

        
 

         
 

 

Fire pump test - pump system 

 

System suction and discharge gauge reading, or pump 
starting pressure not acceptable 

8.3.2.8(1) (becomes 
CD) 

X (Becomes 
critical 

deficiency) 

 
  

Fire pump test - pump system 

pump packing gland discharge not acceptable, unusual 
noise or vibration, packing boxes, bearings or pump casing 
overheating 8.3.2.8(1) 

 

X 
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Fire pump test - electric motor 
driven electrical system 

Time for motor to accelerate to full speed, time controller 
is on first step or time pump runs after starting not 
acceptable 8.3.2.8(2) X 

  

            

      Fire pump weekly or monthly 
test - pump system 

System suction and discharge gauge reading, or pump 
starting pressure not acceptable 8.3.2.2 X X 

 
Fire pump weekly or monthly 
test - pump system 

Pump packing gland discharge not acceptable, unusual 
noise or vibration, packing boxes, bearings or pump casing 
overheating 8.3.2.2 

 
X 

 
Fire pump monthly weekly test - 
electrical sysem 

Time for motor to accelerate to full speed, time controller 
is on first step or time pump runs after starting not 
acceptable 8.3.2.2 X X 

 
Fire pump test - diesel engine 
system 

Time for engine to crank and time for engine to reach 
running speed not acceptable, low rpm, low oil pressure, 
high temperature, high cooling water pressure 8.3.2.8(3) 

 

X 

 
 

Fire pump test - diesel engine 
driven system 

 

Time for engine to crank and time for engine to reach 
running speed not acceptable (engine are to reach rated 
speed within 20 seconds per NFPA 20 par. 11.2.7.1, 2010 
edition) 8.3.2.8(3) 

 

X 

 
 

Fire pump test - diesel engine 
driven system 

Low rpm 8.3.2.8(3) X 

  
Fire pump test - diesel engine 
driven system 

Low oil pressure, high temperature, high cooling water 
pressure 8.3.2.8(3) 

 

X 
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Fire pump weekly test - diesel 
engine system 

Time for engine to crank and time for engine to reach 
running speed not acceptable, low rpm, low oil pressure, 
high temperature, high cooling water pressure 8.3.2 

 
X 

 Fire pump weekly test - steam 
system 

Gauge reading and time for turbine to reach running speed 
not acceptable 8.3.2 X X 

 
Fire pump test - steam system 

Gauge reading and time for turbine to reach running speed 
not acceptable 8.3.2.8(4) X 

  

Fire pump annual test 

Churn condition not maintained for 30 minutes, circulation 
relief valve and/or pressure relief valve did not work 
properly 8.3.3.2 

 
X 

 
Fire pump annual test 

Pressure relief valve did not work properly at each flow 
condition 8.3.3.3 

 
X 

 

Fire pump annual test 

 

Churn condition not maintained for 30 minutes, cAt churn 
condition the circulation relief valve and/or pressure relief 
valve did work properly 

8.3.3.2(1) 8.3.3.2, 
8.3.2.4 

 

X 

 

Fire pump annual test 

 

Pressure relief valve did not work properly at each flow 
condition 8.3.3.3 

 

X 

 

Fire pump annual test (with 
transfer switch)  

Overcurrent protective devices opened when simulating a 
power failure condition at peak load, power not transferred 
to  alternate source, pump did not continue to perform at 
peak load, pump did not reconnect to normal power after 
removing power failure condition 8.3.3.4 X 

  

 

Fire pump annual test (with 
transfer switch) 

 

 

Overcurrent protective devices opened when simulating a 
power failure condition at peak load, power not transferred 
to alternate source, pump did not continue to perform at 
peak load, pump did not reconnect to normal power after 
removing power failure condition 

 

 

 

8.3.3.4 

 

 

 

X 

  Fire pump annual test Alarms did not properly operate 8.3.3.5 
 

X X 
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      Pump house/room Heating, lighting, ventilating systems did not pass test 8.3.4.3 
 

X 
 

      Fire pump annual test Parallel or angular alignment was not correct 8.3.4.4 
 

X 
 

Fire pump annual test 
Flow test results are not within 5% of acceptance test or 
nameplate 8.3.5.4 

 
X 

 
Fire pump annual test 

Voltage readings at the motor are not within 5% below or 
10% above the rated (nameplate) 8.3.5.6 

 
X 

 

 

 

 

    

      
Fire pump annual test 
 

Flow test results are not within 5% of the initial unadjusted 
acceptance test or nameplate 8.3.5.4 

 

X 
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Chapter 9 WATER STORAGE TANKS - Inspection 
    Water level Water level and/or condition not correct 9.2.1 

 
X 

 Water level Tank is empty 9.2.1 X   
 Air pressure Air pressure in pressure tanks not correct 9.2.2 X 

  
Heating system 

Heating system not operational, water temperature below 40 
degrees F 9.2.3 

 
X 

 Heating system Water temperature at or below 32 degrees F 9.2.3 X 
  

Exterior 
Tank exterior, supporting structure, vents, foundation, 
catwalks or ladders where provided damaged 9.2.5.1 

  
X 

Exterior 
Area around tank has fire exposure hazard in form of 
combustible storage, trash, debris, brush or material 9.2.5.2 

  
X 

Exterior 
Accumulation of material on or near parts that could  result 
in accelerated corrosion or rot 9.2.5.2 

  
X 

Exterior Ice buildup on tank and support 9.2.5.2 
 

X 
 

Exterior 
Erosion exists on exterior sides or top of embankments 
supporting coated fabric tanks  9.2.5.2 

  
X 

Exterior Expansion joints leaking or cracking 9.2.5.3 
 

X 
 Exterior Hoops and grills of wooden tanks in poor condition 9.2.5.4 

  
X 

Exterior 
Exterior painted, coated, or insulated surfaces of tanks or 
supporting structure degraded 9.2.5.5 

  
X 

Interior (pressure tanks or 
steel tanks w/o corrosion 
protection every 3 years, all 
others every 5 years) 

Pitting, corrosion, spalling, rot other forms of deterioration, 
waste materials exist, aquatic growth, local or general 
failure of interior coating 9.2.6.3 

  
X 

Interior (pressure tanks or 
steel tanks w/o corrosion 
protection every 3 years, all 
others every 5 years) 

Voids beneath floor with sand in the middle of tanks on ring 
type foundations 9.2.6.5 

  
X 

Interior (pressure tanks or 
steel tanks w/o corrosion 
protection every 3 years, all 
others every 5 years) 

Heating system components or piping in poor condition, but 
working 9.2.6.6 

  
X 

Interior (pressure tanks or 
steel tanks w/o corrosion 
protection every 3 years, all 
others every 5 years) 

Heating system components or heating system piping in 
poor condition and not working 9.2.6.6 X 
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Interior (pressure tanks or 
steel tanks w/o corrosion 
protection every 3 years, all 
others every 5 years) Blockage of anti-vortex plate 9.2.6.7 X 

  Interior (pressure tanks or 
steel tanks w/o corrosion 
protection every 3 years, all 
others every 5 years) Deterioration of anti-vortex plate 9.2.6.7 

 
X 

 

      
Chapter 9 WATER STORAGE TANKS - Testing 

NFPA 25 – 
2008 

   
Interior testing 

Tank coating did not pass adhesion, coating thickness or wet 
sponge test 9.2.7 

  
X 

Interior testing Tank walls and bottoms did not pass ultrasonic test 9.2.7 
  

X 

Interior testing Tank bottom seams did not pass vacuum-box test 9.2.7 
  

X 

Testing 
Level indicator not tested after 5 years, lacked freedom of 
movement or not accurate 9.3.1 

 
X X 

Testing Low water temperature alarm did not pass test 9.3.3 
 

X X 

Testing High water temperature limit switch did not pass test 9.3.4 
  

X 

Testing High and low water level alarms did not pass test 9.3.5 
 

X 
 Gauges Not tested in 5 years, not accurate within 3% of scale 9.3.6 

  
X 
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Chapter 10 WATER SPRAY FIXED SYSTEMS - Inspection 
    

Pipe and fittings 

Mechanical damage, missing or damaged paint or coating, 
rusted or corroded, not properly aligned or trapped sections, 
low point drains not functioning, improper location of 
rubber-gasketed fittings   10.2.4.1 

 
X   

Hangers & seismic braces 

Damaged or missing, not securely attached to structural or 
piping, missing or damaged paint or coating, rusted or 
corroded. 10.2.4.2 

 
X X 

Water spray nozzles 
Discharge devices missing, not properly positioned or 
pointed in design direction, loaded or corroded 10.2.5.1 

 
X 

 
Water spray nozzles 

Missing caps or plugs if required or not free to operate as 
intended. 10.2.5.2 

 
X 

 Strainers Strainer plugged or fouled 10.2.7 X 
  Strainers Strainer damaged or corroded 10.2.7 

  
X 

Drainage 
Trap sumps and drainage trenches blocked, retention 
embankments or dikes in disrepair 10.2.8 

  
X 

Ultra-High-Speed 
Detectors have physical damage or deposits on lenses of 
optical detectors 10.4.2 

 
X 

 Ultra-High-Speed Controllers found to have faults 10.4.3 
 

X 
 

      Chapter 10 WATER SPRAY FIXED SYSTEMS - Testing 
    

      

Operational test 

Heat detection system did not operate within 40 seconds, 
flammable gas detection system did not operate within 20 
seconds 10.3.4.1.1   X X 

 Operational test Test not done after I year 10.3.1.1 
  

X 

Operational test Nozzles are plugged 10.3.4.3.1 X 
  Operational test Nozzles are not correctly positioned 10.3.4.3.1 

 
X 

 

Operational test 
Pressure readings are not comparable to original design 
requirements 10.3.4.4 

 
X 

 

      Operational test Manual actuation devices did not work properly 10.3.6 X 
  

Main drain 
More than 10% Large drop in full flow pressure or slow 
return to normal static pressure. 10.3.7.1 X X 
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Ultra-High-Speed 
Operational test Response time was more than 100 milliseconds 10.4.5 X 

  Ultra-High-Speed 
Operational test Test not done after 1 year 10.4.5 

 
X X 

Obstruction Investigation 
Assessment of the Internal 
Condition 

No inspection of main and branch line after 5 years or 
iInspection revealed presence of MIC, zebra mussels, rust 
and scale 14.2.1 

 
X 
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Chapter 11 FOAM-WATER SPRINKLER SYSTEMS – Inspection 
   Alarm devices Physical damage apparent 11.1.3.1.3 

  
X 

Pipe and fittings 

Mechanical damage, missing or damaged paint or coating, 
rusted or corroded, not properly aligned or trapped sections, 
low point drains not functioning, improper location or poor 
condition of rubber-gasketed fittings   11.2.3 

 
X 

 

Hangers & seismic braces 

Damaged or missing, not securely attached to structural or 
piping, missing or damaged paint or coating, rusted or 
corroded. 11.2.4 

 
X X 

Foam-water discharge devices 
 
 
 

 
 
Discharge devices missing, not properly positioned or 
pointed in design direction, loaded or corroded 
 
 
 

11.2.5.1 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 

  
 
Foam-water discharge devices 
 
 
Foam-water discharge devices 

Discharge devices not properly positioned or pointed in 
design direction, loaded or corroded  
 
Not free to operate as intended. 

11.2.5.1 
 
 
11.2.5.2 

 

X 
 
 

X 
 

Foam-water discharge devices Missing caps or plugs if required 11.2.5.2 
 

X X 

Foam-water discharge devices 
Discharge devices not listed for use with<> Incorrect foam 
concentrate for application and devices 11.2.5.4 

 
X 

 
Foam concentrate strainers Blow-down valve open or not plugged 11.2.7.2 

 
X 

 

Drainage 
Trap sumps and drainage trenches blocked, retention 
embankments or dikes in disrepair 11.2.8 

  
X 
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Proportioning systems (all) 
Proportioning system valves not in correct open/closed 
position in accordance with specified operating conditions 11.2.9.3 X 

  

Proportioning systems (all) 
Concentrate tank does not have correct quantity required by 
original design 11.2.9.4 

 
X 

 

 
Proportioning systems (all) 
 
Standard pressure proportioner 

 
Concentrate tank is empty 
 
 
Automatic drains (ball drip valves) not free or open, 
external corrosion  on foam concentrate tanks 

 
11.2.9.4 
 
11.2.9.5.1 X 

 

 
 
 

X 

Bladder tank proportioner Water control valve to foam concentrate in "closed" position 11.2.9.5.2 X 
  Bladder tank proportioner Foam in water surrounding bladder 11.2.9.5.2 X X 

 Bladder tank proportioner External corrosion on foam concentrate tank 11.2.9.5.2 
  

X 

Line proportioner 
Strainer damaged, corroded, plugged or fouled, pressure 
vacuum vent not operating freely 11.2.9.5.3   X 

 
Line proportioner Strainer plugged or fouled 11.2.9.5.3 X   

 
Line proportioner External corrosion on foam concentrate tank 11.2.9.5.3 

  
X 

Standard balanced pressure 
proportioner Sensing line valves not open, no power to foam liquid pump  11.2.9.5.4 X 

  

Standard balanced pressure 
proportioner 

Strainer damaged, corroded, plugged of fouled, pressure 
vacuum vent not operating freely, gauges damaged or not 
showing proper pressures 11.2.9.5.4 

 
X 

 

In-Line balanced pressure 
proportioner 

Sensing line valves at pump unit or individual proportioner 
stations not open, no power to foam liquid pump  11.2.9.5.5 X 

  

In-Line balanced pressure 
proportioner 

Strainer damaged, corroded, plugged of fouled, pressure 
vacuum vent not operating freely, gauges damaged or not 
showing proper pressures 11.2.9.5.5   X 
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In-Line balanced pressure 
proportioner Strainer plugged of fouled 11.2.9.5.5 X   

 Orifice plate proportioner No power to foam liquid pump  11.2.9.5.6 X 
  

Orifice plate proportioner 

Strainer damaged, corroded, plugged of fouled, pressure 
vacuum vent not operating freely, gauges damaged or not 
showing proper pressures 11.2.9.5.6 

 
X 

 
Orifice plate proportioner Strainer plugged of fouled 11.2.9.5.6 X   

 

Foam concentrate  Samples not taken and submitted for test  11.2.10 
 

X 
 

      Chapter 11 FOAM-WATER SPRINKLER SYSTEMS - Testing 
   

Alarm devices Water motor and gong not functioning 
11.1.3.1.1      
11.3.1.1 

 
X 

 

Alarm devices 
Pressure switch or vane type switch not functioning or no 
alarm 

11.1.3.1.2    
11.3.1.2 

 
X 

 

Operational Test 
Fire detection system did not operate within requirements of 
NFPA #72 11.3.2.4   

 
X 

 Operational Test Test not done after 1 year 11.3 
  

X 

Operational Test Nozzles are plugged 11.3.2.6.1 X 
  Operational Test Nozzles are not correctly positioned 11.3.2.6.1 

 
X 

 

Operational Test 
Pressure readings are not comparable to original design 
requirements 11.3.2.7.3 

 
X 

 Operational Test Manual actuation devices did not work properly 11.3.4 X 
  

Operational Test 
Foam sample did not pass concentration test 

11.3.5 X 
  

Main drain 
More than 10% Large drop in full flow pressure or slow 
return to normal static pressure. 13.2.5.2 X X 

 
Obstruction Investigation 
Assessment of the Internal 
Condition 

No inspection of main and branch line after 5 years or 
iInspection revealed presence of MIC, zebra mussels, rust 
and scale 14.2.1 

 
X 
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Chapter 13 VALVES, VALVE COMPONENTS, AND TRIM - Inspection 
    Gauges Poor condition 13.2.7.1 

  
X 

Gauges Not showing normal water/air pressure 13.2.7.1 
 

X 
 Control valve Improper closed position 13.3.2.2 X 

  Control valve Improper open position, leaking 13.3.2.2 
 

X 
 

Control valve 

Not sealed, locked or supervised, Not accessible, no 
appropriate wrench if required, and no identification 13.3.2.2 

  
X 

Control valve Not sealed, locked or supervised 13.3.2.2 
 

X   

Alarm valve 

External physical damage, trim valves not in appropriate 
open of or closed position, retard chamber or alarm drain 
leaking 13.4.1.1 

 
X 

 

Alarm valve 
Alarm valve, strainers, filters and restricted orifices not 
internally inspected after 5 years 13.4.1.2 

 
X 

 Check valve Check valve not internally inspected after 5 years 13.4.2.1 
 

X 
 

Valve enclosure 
Upon visual observation the enclosure is nNot maintaining 
minimum 40° F temp. 

13.4.3.1.1     
13.4.4.1.1   X 

 

Valve enclosure 
Low temperature alarms (if installed) are physically 
damaged 

13.4.3.1.1     
13.4.4.1.1   X 

 Preaction valve and deluge 
valve 

External physical damage, trim valves not in appropriate 
open or closed position, valve seat leaking 13.4.3.1.6 

 
X 

 Preaction valve and deluge 
valve Electrical components not in service 13.4.3.1.6 X 

  

Preaction valve and deluge 
valve 

Interior of preaction valve/or deluge valve, strainers, filters, 
restricted orifices, and diaphragm chambers not internally 
inspected after 5 years 13.4.3.1.8 

 
X 

 Dry pipe valve/Quick 
opening device 

External physical damage, trim valves not in appropriate 
open of or closed position, intermediate chamber leaking 13.4.4.1.4 

 
X 

 Dry pipe valve/Quick 
opening device 

Dry pipe valve, strainers, filters and restricted orifices not 
internally inspected after 5 years 13.4.4.1.6 

 
X 

 Sprinkler pressure reducing 
control valves 
 
Sprinkler pressure reducing 
control valves 
 

Not in open position, not maintaining downstream pressures 
in accordance with the design criteria 
 
 not maintaining downstream pressures in accordance with 
the design criteria 

13.5.1.1 
 X 
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Sprinkler pressure reducing 
control valves Leaking, valve damaged, hand wheel missing or broken 

13.5.1.1 
 
13.5.1.1 
 

 

X 
 
 
 

X 
 Hose connection pressure 

reducing valves 
Hand wheel broken or missing, hose threads damaged, 
leaking, reducer missing 13.5.2.1 

 
X 

 Hose connection pressure 
reducing valves Cap missing 13.5.2.1 

  
X 

Hose rack assembly 
pressure reducing valve Hand wheel broken or missing, leaking 13.5.3.1 

 
X 

 

Hose valves 

Leaking, visible obstructions, caps, hose threads, valve 
handle, cap gasket, no restricting device, damaged or in 
poor condition  13.5.6.1 

 
X 

 
Hose valves Hose threads not compatible 13.5.6.1 X 

  Backflow prevention 
assemblies 

Reduced pressure assemblies differential-sensing valve 
relief port continuously discharging 13.6.1.2 

 
X 

 

Fire department connection  
 
 
 
Fire department connection 

 
Not accessible, damaged couplings or & swivels damaged, 
do not rotate smoothly, clapper not operating properly or 
missing, check valve leaking, automatic drain not operating 
properly or missing 
 
Couplings & swivels damaged, do not rotate smoothly, 
check valve leaking, automatic drain not operating properly 
or missing 
 
 

13.7.1 
 
 
 
 
 
13.7.1 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 X 

 

Fire department connection 

Not visible, couplings & swivels do not rotate smoothly, 
plugs &  caps or gaskets damaged or missing, check valve 
leaking, automatic drain not operating properly or missing 13.7.1 

 
X 

  
Fire department connection Missing identification sign 13.7.1 

  
X 

      Chapter 13 VALVES, VALVE COMPONENTS, AND TRIM - Testing 
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Main drain More than 10% drop in full flow pressure  13.2.5.2 
 

X 
 Alarm devices Water motor and gong not functioning 13.2.6.1 

 
X 

 
Alarm devices 

Pressure switch or vane type switch not functioning or no 
alarm 13.2.6.2 

 
X 

 
Gauges 

Not replaced or calibrated in 5 years, not accurate within 
3% of scale 

13.2.7.2           
13.2.7.3 

  
X 

Control valve Valve will not operate through its full range 13.3.3.1 
 

X 
 

Control valve 
No spring or torsion felt in rod when opening post indicator 
valve 13.3.3.2 X 

  

Supervisory switches 

No signal from two revolutions of the hand wheel from 
normal position or when stem has moved one-fifth of the 
distance from normal position, signal restored in position 
other than normal 13.3.3.5.2 

 
X X 

Preaction valve Priming water level not correct 13.4.3.2.1 
 

X 
 

Preaction valve 
Pressure reading at hydraulically most remote nozzle and/or 
at valve not comparable to original design values 13.4.4.2.2.2 

 
X 

 

  
13.4.3.2.6 

  
X 

Preaction valve Three year leakage test failed 13.4.3.2.6 
 

X 
  

Deluge valve  
 
 
 
 
 
Deluge valve 

 
Annual full flow trip test revealed plugged nozzles, pressure 
reading at hydraulically most remote nozzle and/or at valve 
not compatible to original design values,  or manual 
actuation devices did not operate properly 
 
Pressure reading at hydraulically most remote nozzle and/or 
at valve not compatible to original design values 13.4.3.2.2.3 X 

  

 
 
 
Preaction valve Low air pressure switch did not send signal or no alarm 

13.4.3.2.2.3 
 
 
 
 
13.4.3.2.12 

 

X  
 
 
 
 

X X 

Preaction and deluge valve Low temperature switch did not send signal or no alarm 13.4.3.2.13 
 

X X 

Preaction valve Automatic air maintenance device did not pass test 13.4.3.2.14 
 

  X 

Dry pipe valve Priming water level not correct 13.4.4.2.1 
 

X 
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Dry pipe valve 
Annual trip test results were not compatible comparable to 
previous tests 13.4.4.2.2 

 
X X 

Dry pipe valve 
No full flow trip test done after 3 years or tTest results not 
comparable to previous results 13.4.4.2.2.2 

 
X X 

Quick opening device Quick opening device did not pass test  13.4.4.2.4 
 

X 
 Dry pipe valve Low air pressure switch did not send signal or no alarm 13.4.4.2.6 

 
X X 

Dry pipe valve Low temperature switch did not send signal or no alarm 13.4.4.2.7 
 

X X 

Dry pipe valve Automatic air maintenance device did not pass test 13.4.4.2.8 
 

X 
 Dry pipe system No leakage test after 3 years 13.4.4.2.9 

  
X 

Dry pipe system Three year leakage test failed 13.4.4.2.9 
 

X 
 Sprinkler pressure reducing 

control valves 
No full flow test done after 5 years or tTest results not 
comparable to previous results 13.5.1.2 

 
X X 

Hose connection pressure 
reducing valves 

No full flow test done after 5 years or tTest results not 
comparable to previous results 13.5.2.2 

 
X X 

Hose rack assembly 
pressure reducing valve 

No full flow test done after 5 years or tTest results not 
comparable to previous results 13.5.3.2 

 
X X 

Hose valves (Class I and 
Class III standpipe system) Annual test revealed valve leaking or difficult to operate 13.5.6.2.1.1 

 
X 

 Hose valves (Class II 
standpipe system) Test revealed valve leaking or difficult to operate 

13.5.6.2.2     
13.5.6.2.2.1 

 
X 

 Hose valves (Class II 
standpipe system) No test after 3 years 

13.5.6.2.2     
13.5.6.2.2.1 

  
X 

Backflow prevention 
assemblies Did not pass forward flow test 13.6.2.1 X 

  Backflow prevention 
assemblies No forward flow test done after one year  13.6.2.1 

 
X X 

Backflow prevention 
assemblies Did not pass backflow performance test 13.6.2.1 

  
X 
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-179     Log #151

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Russell B. Leavitt, Telgian Corporation

25-347
Revise text to read as follows:

E.1
Table E.1 provides is an examples for of classifying classifications (e.g conditions needing repair or correction that are
identified during the inspection, testing, and  maintenance of water-based suppression systems.  The conditions are
classified as an impairment, critical deficiency, or noncritical deficiency.) of some of the needed corrections and repairs
that are identified during the inspection, testing, and maintenance of some systems. The is table is not all inclusive but
is included in this annex to provide some guidance in responding to these conditions. needed corrections and repairs.
For example, an impairment should be addressed promptly by either immediately correcting the condition or
implementing the impairment procedures found in Chapter 15.  Critical and non-critical deficiencies should be corrected
as soon as practical after considering the nature and severity of the risk. It should be noted that many jurisdictions have
requirements for the  timely correction of impairments and/or deficiencies.
The table does not take into account every variation of the conditions needing repair or correction.  For example, a
single lightly painted sprinkler in a large warehouse might be non-critical in its risk while a single painted sprinkler in a
battery-charging station might be considered a critical deficiency or perhaps an impairment.  In addition, the nature of
the hazard or the life safety exposure of the occupancy should be considered when assigning a classification. and The
table should be used with good judgment and may require input from the AHJ.

The task group recommends that additional guidance is required beyond that of the submitter regarding
the use of Table E.1.

Revise text to insert the phrase "not all inclusive" so that the section reads as follows:
E.1
Table E.1 provides is an examples for of classifying classifications (e.g conditions needing repair or correction that are
identified during the inspection, testing, and  maintenance of water-based suppression systems.  The conditions are
classified as an impairment, critical deficiency, or noncritical deficiency.) of some of the needed corrections and repairs
that are identified during the inspection, testing, and maintenance of some systems. The is table is not all inclusive but
is included in this annex to provide some guidance in responding to these conditions. needed corrections and repairs.
For example, an impairment should be addressed promptly by either immediately correcting the condition or
implementing the impairment procedures found in Chapter 15.  Critical and non-critical deficiencies should be corrected
as soon as practical after considering the nature and severity of the risk. It should be noted that many jurisdictions have
requirements for the  timely correction of impairments and/or deficiencies.
The table does not take into account every variation of the conditions needing repair or correction.  For example, a
single lightly painted sprinkler in a large warehouse might be non-critical in its risk while a single painted sprinkler in a
battery-charging station might be considered a critical deficiency or perhaps an impairment.  In addition, the nature of
the hazard or the life safety exposure of the occupancy should be considered when assigning a classification. and The
table should be used with good judgment and may require input from the AHJ.

Its impossible to create an all inclusive table for these issues and the introduction must clearly
address that introduction E.1 should be moved to Annex A before the table accepted in 25-178 (Log #CC10).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-180     Log #150

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Russell B. Leavitt, Telgian Corporation

25-347
Revise Table E.1 to read as follows:

****Insert Table E.1 Here****

The task group recommends that additional revisions be made to Table E.1 Chapter 8 to include better
clarity and inclusion of all conditions and/or corrections related to Chapter 8.

See Technical Committee Action on 25-178 (Log #CC10). The table has been moved to Annex
A and it is being attached to the term deficiency.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
25-181     Log #119

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association

25-347
Make changes to table E.1 and move it to Section A.4.1.4 .

***Insert Table E.1 Here***
The committee asked for refinement of the table before it was moved to annex A.  These changes

further subdivide many of the possible issues that could occur in a system to cause an impairment or deficiency.  It also
changes the classification of some of the issues that already existed on the list.  This comment was draft and approved
by the NFSA ITM committee.

The table has been moved to annex A however it is being attached to the term deficiency.
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ANNEX E     

 
     

Item 
Finding Reference Impairment 

Critical 
Deficiency 

Noncritical 
Deficiency 

 
     

 
     

 
     

Chapter 8: Fire Pumps - Inspection     

Pump house/room 

Heat not adequate, temperature less than 40F ( less than 
70F for diesel pumps without engine heaters) 

8.2.2(1)  X  

Heat not adequate, temperature less than 40F 8.2.2(1) X   
Heat not adequate, temperature less than 70F for diesel 
pumps without engine heaters 

8.2.2(1) X   

Heat not adequate, temperature less than 70F for diesel 
pumps with engine heaters 

8.2.2(1)   X 

Ventilating louvers not free to operate 8.2.2(1)  X  

Pump system 

Minor leaking or drips on floor 8.2.2(2)   X 
Suction, discharge, or bypass valves not fully open, major 
leaking such as spraying or leaking to the extent that 
pump performance might be questioned, pipe leaking, 
suction line and system line pressure not normal, wet pit 
suction screen obstructed 

8.2.2(2) X   

Suction reservoir not full, wet pit suction screens missing 8.2.2(2)  X  

Electrical power to pump 
system    

No electrical power - controller pilot light not illuminated, 
transfer switch pilot light not illuminated, isolating switch 
not closed reverse phase alarm pilot light on or normal 
phase light is off, oil level in vertical motor sight glass not 
normal 

8.2.2(3) X   

Electrical power is provided - controller pilot light not 
illuminated, transfer switch pilot light not illuminated, 
reverse phase alarm pilot light on or normal phase light is 
not illuminated 

8.2.2(3)   X 
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Circuit breakers and fuses tripped/open over 2 years old 8.2.2(3) X X  

Circuit breakers and Fuses over 2 years old 8.2.2(3)  X  

Electrical system    

Electrical power is provided - controller pilot light not 
illuminated, transfer switch pilot light not illuminated, 
reverse phase alarm pilot light on or normal phase light is 
not illuminated 

8.2.2(3)   X 

Diesel engine system 

Fuel tank less than two-thirds full, controller selector 
switch not in auto position, battery voltage readings not 
normal, battery charging current not normal, battery pilot 
lights off or battery failure pilot lights on, alarm pilot  
lights are on, engine running time meter not reading, oil 
level in right angle gear drive not normal, crankcase oil 
level not normal, cooling water level not normal, 
electrolyte level in batteries not normal, battery terminals 
corroded, water-jacket heater not operating 

8.2.2(4)  X  

Diesel engine system Alarm pilot lights are on 8.2.2(4)  X  

 
Battery charging current not normal 8.2.2(4)  X  

 
Battery failure pilot lights on 8.2.2(4)  X  

 
Battery pilot lights off 8.2.2(4)  X  

 
Battery terminals corroded 8.2.2(4)  X  

 
Battery voltage readings not normal 8.2.2(4)  X  

 
Controller selector switch not in auto position 8.2.2(4) X   

 
Cooling water level not normal 8.2.2(4)   X 

 
Cooling water level not visible 8.2.2(4)  X  

 
Crankcase oil level not normal 8.2.2(4)   X 

 
Crankcase oil level below low level 8.2.2(4)  X  

 
Electrolyte level in batteries not normal 8.2.2(4)   X 

 
Electrolyte level in batteries below top of battery plates 8.2.2(4)  X  

 
Engine running time meter not reading 8.2.2(4)   X 

 Fuel tank less than two-thirds full 8.2.2(4) X   

 
Water-jacket heater not operating 8.2.2(4)  X  

 
Oil level in right angle gear drive not normal (not at level 
mark but visible in sight glass) 

8.2.2(4)   X 
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Oil level in right angle gear drive below low level (not 
visible in sight glass or below one finger knuckle for 
inspection hole) 

8.2.2(4)  X  

Steam system Steam pressure gauge reading not normal 8.2.2(5)  X  
Chapter 8: Fire Pumps - Testing     

Fire pump test 
Pump did not start automatically, electric pump did not 
run 10 minutes, diesel pump did not run 30 minutes 

8.3.2.3, 
8.3.2.4 

X   

Fire pump test 

Pump did not start automatically 8.3.2.2 X   
Electric pump did not run 10 minutes 8.3.2.3  X  
Diesel pump did not run 30 minutes 8.3.2.4  X  

Fire pump test - pump system 

System suction and discharge gauge reading, or pump 
starting pressure not acceptable 

8.3.2.8(1) X   

pump packing gland discharge not acceptable, unusual 
noise or vibration, packing boxes, bearings or pump 
casing overheating 

8.3.2.8(1)  X  

Fire pump test - electric motor 
driven electrical system 

Time for motor to accelerate to full speed, time controller 
is on first step or time pump runs after starting not 
acceptable 

8.3.2.8(2) X   

Fire pump test - diesel engine 
system 

Time for engine to crank and time for engine to reach 
running speed not acceptable, low rpm, low oil pressure, 
high temperature, high cooling water pressure 

8.3.2.8(3)  X  

Fire pump test - diesel engine 
driven system 

Time for engine to crank and time for engine to reach 
running speed not acceptable (engine are to reach rated 
speed within 20 seconds per NFPA 20 par. 11.2.7.1, 2010 
edition) 

8.3.2.8(3)  X  

Low rpm 8.3.2.8(3) X   
Low oil pressure, high temperature, high cooling water 
pressure 

8.3.2.8(3)  X  

Fire pump test - steam system 
Gauge reading and time for turbine to reach running 
speed not acceptable 

8.3.2.8(4) X   

Fire pump annual test 

Churn condition not maintained for 30 minutes, cAt churn 
condition the circulation relief valve and/or pressure relief 
valve did work properly 

8.3.3.2(1) 
8.3.3.2, 
8.3.2.4 

 X  
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Pressure relief valve did not work properly at each flow 
condition 

8.3.3.3  X  

Fire pump annual test (with 
transfer switch) 

Overcurrent protective devices opened when simulating a 
power failure condition at peak load, power not 
transferred to alternate source, pump did not continue to 
perform at peak load, pump did not reconnect to normal 
power after removing power failure condition 

8.3.3.4 X   

Fire pump alarm annual test Alarms did not properly operate 8.3.3.5   X 

Pump house/room Heating, lighting, ventilating systems did not pass test 8.3.4.3  X  

Fire pump annual test 

Parallel or angular alignment was not correct 8.3.4.4  X  
Flow test results are not within 5% of the initial 
unadjusted acceptance test or nameplate 

8.3.5.4  X  

Voltage readings at the motor are not within 5% below or 
10% above the rated (nameplate) 

8.3.5.6  X  
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Water-Based Fire Protection System Inspection & Testing Findings 
     
   

Item Finding Reference Impairment 
Critical 

Deficiency 
Non-critical 
Deficiency 

Chapter 5 SPRINKLER SYSTEMS - Inspection 
    

Sprinklers 

Leaking, heavily corroded, painted operating element or 
bulb or deflector or cover plate, heavily loaded, foreign 
materials attached to or suspended from, improper 
orientation, glass bulbs that have lost fluid 5.2.1.1.1 X 

   
All Sprinklers Leaking - spraying or running water  5.2.1.1.1 X 

  
All Sprinklers Leaking - dripping water  5.2.1.1.1 

 
X 

 
All Sprinklers Foreign material attached or suspended from 5.2.1.1.1 X 

  

All Sprinklers 

Spray pattern obstructed - less that 18" or 36" below 
deflector (storage, signs, banner, etc.stock, furnishings, and 
equipment), temporary or non-permanent (signs, banners, 
decorations, etc) 5.2.1.1.1 

 
X 

 

Sprinklers 

Spray pattern obstructed - greater than 18" below deflector 
(ducts, decks, etc. over 4' wide, overhead doors) temporary 
or non-permanent (signs, banners, decorations, etc) 5.2.1.1.1 

 
X 

 

All Sprinklers Lightly loaded 5.2.1.1.1 
  

X 

Standard Response 
Sprinklers in Non-
residential Occupancies 

(1) sprinkler and less than 50% of the sprinklers in a 
compartment is heavily loaded or corroded, painted 
operating element or bulb or deflector or cover plate, 
improper orientation, glass bulb has lost fluid 5.2.1.1.1 

 
X 

 

Standard Response 
Sprinklers in Non-
residential Occupancies 

(2) or more sprinklers in a compartment are heavily loaded 
or corroded, painted operating element or bulb or deflector 
or cover plate, improper orientation, glass bulb has lost 
fluid 5.2.1.1.1 X 
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Fast Response Element, 
Quick Response, 
Residential Sprinklers and 
Standard Response in 
Residential Occupancies 

Any sprinklers, heavily loaded or corroded, painted 
operating element or bulb or deflector or cover plate, 
improper orientation, glass bulb has lost fluid 5.2.1.1.1 X 

  
Cover Plates 

Concealed sprinkler cover plates caulked or glued to the 
ceiling 

 
X   

 
Escutcheons and Cover 
Plates 

Missing recessed or flush  escutcheons, or concealed cover 
plate with the deflector and operating element in the correct 
position 5.2.1.1.4 new 

 
X X 

Escutcheons and Cover 
Plates 

Missing recessed or flush  escutcheons, or concealed cover 
plate with the deflector and operating element not in the 
correct position 5.2.1.1.4 new X 

  
Escutcheons 

Missing, Painted, or rusted Recessed or flush escutcheons 
caulked or glued to the ceiling 5.2.1.1.4 new 

 
X 

 
Spare sprinkler cabinet 

Cabinet missing, temp. over 100°F, not proper number and 
type, missing wrench for each type,  

5.2.1.3 (1) & 
(2) 

  
X 

Pipe and fittings Leaking - slowly dripping and/or moisture on surface 5.2.2.1   X 
 

Pipe and fittings Leaking - spraying or running water   5.2.2.1 X   
 

Pipe and Fittings 

Poor condition/external corrosion, mechanical damage,  not 
properly aligned, external loading Critical mechanical 
damage 

  
X 

 Hangers & seismic braces Damaged or loose 5.2.3.2 
  

X 
Hangers & seismic braces Unattached or components missing 5.2.3.2 

 
X 

 Gauges Poor condition 5.2.4.1 
  

X 
Gauges Not showing normal water/air pressure 5.2.4.1, 5.2.4.2 

 
X 

 Gauges Freezer - system pressure lower than compressor 5.2.4.4 X 
  

Building 
Prior to freezing weather - exposed piping exposed to 
freezing 5.2.5 

  
X 

Building 
Found during potential for freezing weather - exposed 
piping exposed to freezing 5.2.5 

 
X 

 
Alarm devices Physical damage apparent 5.2.6 5.2.5 

  
X 

Hydraulic design 
information sign  Not attached properly, illegible or missing 5.2.7 5.2.6 

  
X 

Information sign  Not attached illegible or missing New 
  

X 
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Heat Tape  Not in accordance with mfg instructions 5.2.7 
 

X 
 Chapter 5 SPRINKLER SYSTEMS – Testing 

    
Sprinklers – standard No test after 50 years, every 10 years thereafter 5.3.1.1.1 

 
X X 

Sprinklers – standard Prior to 1920 not replaced 5.3.1.1.1.1 
 

X 
 

Sprinklers - fast response No test after 20 years, every 10 years thereafter 5.3.1.1.1.2 
 

X X 

Sprinklers - solder-type 
325° F or greater No test after 5 years, every 5 years thereafter 5.3.1.1.1.3 

 
X X 

Sprinklers – standard No test after 75 years, every 5 years thereafter 5.3.1.1.1.4 
 

X X 

Sprinklers – dry No test after 10 years, every 10 years thereafter 5.3.1.1.1.5 
 

X 
 

Sprinklers - subject to 
harsh environments 

(Corrosive atmospheres, corrosive water supply, includes 
freezers and coolers) No test after 5 years, every 5 years 
thereafter 5.3.1.1.2 

 
X X 

Sprinklers - solder type 
(Commercial-type cooking eqpt. & ventilating systems) No 
replacement after one year  5.4.1.9 

 
X 

 Sprinklers in spray coating 
areas 

Plastic or paper bags used to protect against overspray 
residue, with deposits or residue accumulation 

5.4.1.7.1, 
5.4.1.7.2 X 

  
Gauges 

Not replaced or calibrated in 5 years, not accurate within 
3% of scale 5.3.2 

  
X 

Alarm devices Water motor and gong not functioning 5.3.3 
 

X X 

Alarm devices 
Pressure switch or vane type switch not functioning or no 
alarm 5.3.3 

 
X 

 

Antifreeze systems 

Mixture and concentration does not meet the requirements 
of 5.3.4.2.1 

5.3.4 X X 
 

Main drain 
More than 10% Large drop in full flow pressure or slow 
return to normal static pressure. 13.2.5.2 X 

  Obstruction Investigation 
Internal Inspection of 
Piping 

No inspection of main and branch line after 5 years or 
inspection revealed presence of MIC, zebra mussels, rust 
and scale 14.2.1 

 
X 
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Chapter 6 STANDPIPE AND HOSE SYSTEMS - Inspection 
     Piping Leaking 6.2.1 X 

   
Piping 

Poor condition/external corrosion, mechanical damager, not 
properly aligned, external loads 6.2.1 

 
X 

  Pipe and fittings Leaking - slowly dripping and/or moisture on surface 6.2.1   X 
  Pipe and fittings Leaking - spraying or running water   6.2.1 X 

   

Pipe and fittings Critical mechanical damage 6.2.1 
 

X 
  Hose Cuts, couplings not of compatible threads 6.2.1, NFPA 1962 X 
  Hose Deterioration, no gasket or damaged gaskets 6.2.1, NFPA 1962 X 
  Hose Mildew present, corrosion present, hose not connected 6.2.1, NFPA 1962 

 
X 

 Hose nozzle Missing, broken parts or thread gasket damaged 6.2.1, NFPA 1962 X 
  

Hose storage 
Hose not properly racked or rolled, nozzle clip missing, 
nozzle not contained, damaged, obstructed 6.2.1, NFPA 1962 X 

  

Cabinet 

Corroded or damaged parts, not easy to open, not 
accessible, not identified, door glazing in poor condition, 
lock not functioning in break glass type, valve, hose nozzle, 
fire extinguisher, ect. not readily accessible 6.2.1, NFPA 1962 X 

  Hydraulic Design 
Information Sign Missing  6.2.3 

  
X 

 Chapter 6 STANDPIPE AND HOSE SYSTEMS - Testing 
     Hose storage device Rack will not swing out of cabinet at least 90° 6.2.1, NFPA 1962 

 
X 

 Standpipe system Test results did not provide design pressure at required flow 6.3.1.1 X X 
 

  

Standpipe system No flow test done after 5 years 6.3.1.1 
 

X X 
 Dry standpipe, dry portion 

of wet standpipe and 
manual standpipe system Test showed leaks 6.3.2 X X 

  Dry standpipe, dry portion 
of wet standpipe and 
manual standpipe system No hydrostatic test done after 5 years 6.3.2 

 
X X 

 
Main drain 

More than 10% Large drop in full flow pressure or slow 
return to normal static pressure. 6.3.1.5 X   

 
  

Obstruction Investigation 
Internal Inspection of 
Piping 

No inspection of main and branch line after 5 years or 
inspection revealed presence of MIC, zebra mussels, rust 
and scale 14.2.1 

 
X 
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Chapter 7 PRIVATE FIRE SERVICE MAINS - Inspection 
    Exposed piping Leaking - slowly dripping and/or moisture on surface 7.2.2.1.2 X 

  Exposed piping Leaking - spraying or running water   7.2.2.1.2 
 

X 
 

Exposed piping Mechanical damage, corroded or not properly restrained 7.2.2.1.2 
 

X 
 Mainline strainers Plugged or fouled 7.2.2.3 X 

  Mainline strainers Corroded 7.2.2.3 
 

X 
 Dry barrel , wet barrel & 

wall hydrant Inaccessible, barrel contains ice, cracks in barrel 7.2.2.4 X 
  Dry barrel , wet barrel & 

wall hydrant 
Barrel contains water, improper drainage from barrel, leaks 
at outlets or top of hydrant 7.2.2.4 

 
X 

 Dry barrel , wet barrel & 
wall hydrant 

Tightness of outlets, worn nozzle threads, worn operating 
nut, missing wrench 7.2.2.4 

  
X 

Monitor nozzles Damaged, corroded or leaking 7.2.2.6 
 

X 
 Hose/hydrant houses Inaccessible 7.2.2.7 X 

  Hose/hydrant houses Damaged 7.2.2.7 
 

X 
 Hose/hydrant houses Not fully equipped 7.2.2.7 

  
X 

      Chapter 7 PRIVATE FIRE SERVICE MAINS - Testing 
    Underground and exposed 

piping 
No flow test done after 5 years or test results not 
comparable to previous results 7.3.1 

 
X X 

Dry barrel & Wall hydrant 
Hydrant did not flow clear or did not drain within 60 
minutes 

7.3.2.1            
7.3.2.4       

  
X 

Monitor nozzles 
Did not flow acceptable amount of water or did not operate 
throughout their full range 7.3.3.1  7.3.3.2 

 
X 
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Chapter 8 FIRE PUMPS – Inspection 
    

Pump house/room 

Upon visual observation the hHeat is not adequate, temp. 
less than 40 degrees F (less than 70 for diesel pumps 
without engine heaters) 8.2.2 

 
X 

 Pump house/room Ventilating louvers not free to operate 8.2.2 
 

X 
 

Pump system 

Suction, discharge or bypass valves not fully open, pipe 
leaking, suction line & system line pressure not normal, wet 
pit suction screens obstructed 8.2.2 X 

  
Pump system 

Suction reservoir does not have require water level not full, 
wet pit suction screens missing 8.2.2 

 
X 

 

Electrical system 

No electrical power  - Controller pilot light not illuminated, 
transfer switch pilot light not illuminated, isolating switch 
not closed, reverse phase alarm pilot light on or normal 
phase light is off, oil level in vertical motor sight glass not 
normal,  8.2.2 X 

  Electrical system Circuit breakers and fuses over two years old. 8.2.2 
 

X X 

Electrical system 

Electrical power is provided - Controller pilot light not 
illuminated, transfer switch pilot light not illuminated, 
reverse phase alarm pilot light on or normal phase light is 
not illuminated,  8.2.2 

  
X 

Diesel engine system 

Fuel tank less than two-thirds full, controller selector switch 
not in auto position, battery voltage readings not normal, 
battery charging current not normal, battery pilot lights off 
or battery failure pilot lights on,  alarm pilot lights are on, 
engine running time meter not reading, oil level in right 
angle gear drive not normal, crankcase oil level not nomal, 
cooling water level not normal, electrolyte level in batteries 
not normal, battery terminals corroded, water-jacket heater 
not operating 8.2.2 

 
X 

 Steam system Steam pressure gauge reading not normal 8.2.2 
 

X 
 

      Chapter 8 FIRE PUMPS - Testing 
    Fire pump (Diesel) weekly 

test 
Pump did not start automatically, electric pump did not run 
10 minutes, diesel pump did not run 30 minutes 8.3.1 X 

  Fire pump (Electric) monthly 
test 

Pump did not start automatically, electric pump did not run 
10 minutes 8.3.1 X 
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Fire pump weekly or 
monthly test - pump system 

System suction and discharge gauge reading, or pump 
starting pressure not acceptable 8.3.2.2 X X 

 
Fire pump weekly or 
monthly test - pump system 

Pump packing gland discharge not acceptable, unusual noise 
or vibration, packing boxes, bearings or pump casing 
overheating 8.3.2.2 

 
X 

 Fire pump monthly weekly 
test - electrical sysem 

Time for motor to accelerate to full speed, time controller is 
on first step or time pump runs after starting not acceptable 8.3.2.2 X X 

 
Fire pump weekly test - 
diesel engine system 

Time for engine to crank and time for engine to reach 
running speed not acceptable, low rpm, low oil pressure, 
high temperature, high cooling water pressure 8.3.2 

 
X 

 Fire pump weekly test - 
steam system 

Gauge reading and time for turbine to reach running speed 
not acceptable 8.3.2 X X 

 

Fire pump annual test 

Churn condition not maintained for 30 minutes, circulation 
relief valve and/or pressure relief valve did not work 
properly 8.3.3.2 

 
X 

 
Fire pump annual test 

Pressure relief valve did not work properly at each flow 
condition 8.3.3.3 

 
X 

 

Fire pump annual test (with 
transfer switch  

Overcurrent protective devices opened when simulating a 
power failure condition at peak load, power not transferred 
to  alternate source, pump did not continue to perform at 
peak load, pump did not reconnect to normal power after 
removing power failure condition 8.3.3.4 X 

  Fire pump annual test Alarms did not properly operate 8.3.3.5 
 

X X 

Pump house/room Heating, lighting, ventilating systems did not pass test 8.3.4.3 
 

X 
 Fire pump annual test Parallel or angular alignment was not correct 8.3.4.4 

 
X 

 
Fire pump annual test 

Flow test results are not within 5% of acceptance test or 
nameplate 8.3.5.4 

 
X 

 
Fire pump annual test 

Voltage readings at the motor are not within 5% below or 
10% above the rated (nameplate) 8.3.5.6 

 
X 
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Chapter 9 WATER STORAGE TANKS - Inspection 
    Water level Water level and/or condition not correct 9.2.1 

 
X 

 Water level Tank is empty 9.2.1 X   
 Air pressure Air pressure in pressure tanks not correct 9.2.2 X 

  
Heating system 

Heating system not operational, water temperature below 40 
degrees F 9.2.3 

 
X 

 Heating system Water temperature at or below 32 degrees F 9.2.3 X 
  

Exterior 
Tank exterior, supporting structure, vents, foundation, 
catwalks or ladders where provided damaged 9.2.5.1 

  
X 

Exterior 
Area around tank has fire exposure hazard in form of 
combustible storage, trash, debris, brush or material 9.2.5.2 

  
X 

Exterior 
Accumulation of material on or near parts that could  result 
in accelerated corrosion or rot 9.2.5.2 

  
X 

Exterior Ice buildup on tank and support 9.2.5.2 
 

X 
 

Exterior 
Erosion exists on exterior sides or top of embankments 
supporting coated fabric tanks  9.2.5.2 

  
X 

Exterior Expansion joints leaking or cracking 9.2.5.3 X X 
 Exterior Hoops and grills of wooden tanks in poor condition 9.2.5.4 

  
X 

Exterior 
Exterior painted, coated, or insulated surfaces of tanks or 
supporting structure degraded 9.2.5.5 

  
X 

Interior (pressure tanks or 
steel tanks w/o corrosion 
protection every 3 years, all 
others every 5 years) 

Pitting, corrosion, spalling, rot other forms of deterioration, 
waste materials exist, aquatic growth, local or general 
failure of interior coating 9.2.6.3 

  
X 

Interior (pressure tanks or 
steel tanks w/o corrosion 
protection every 3 years, all 
others every 5 years) 

Voids beneath floor with sand in the middle of tanks on ring 
type foundations 9.2.6.5 

  
X 

Interior (pressure tanks or 
steel tanks w/o corrosion 
protection every 3 years, all 
others every 5 years) 

Heating system components or piping in poor condition, but 
working 9.2.6.6 

  
X 

Interior (pressure tanks or 
steel tanks w/o corrosion 
protection every 3 years, all 
others every 5 years) 

Heating system components or piping in poor condition and 
not working 9.2.6.6 X 

 
  



10 
NFPA 25 Log #119 Rec A2013 ROC 

 

Interior (pressure tanks or 
steel tanks w/o corrosion 
protection every 3 years, all 
others every 5 years) Blockage of anti-vortex plate 9.2.6.7 X 

  Interior (pressure tanks or 
steel tanks w/o corrosion 
protection every 3 years, all 
others every 5 years) Deterioration of anti-vortex plate 9.2.6.7 

 
X 

 

      
Chapter 9 WATER STORAGE TANKS - Testing 

NFPA 25 – 
2008 

   
Interior testing 

Tank coating did not pass adhesion, coating thickness or wet 
sponge test 9.2.7 

  
X 

Interior testing Tank walls and bottoms did not pass ultrasonic test 9.2.7 
  

X 

Interior testing Tank bottom seams did not pass vacuum-box test 9.2.7 
  

X 

Testing 
Level indicator not tested after 5 years, lacked freedom of 
movement or not accurate 9.3.1 

 
X X 

Testing Low water temperature alarm did not pass test 9.3.3 
 

X X 

Testing High water temperature limit switch did not pass test 9.3.4 
  

X 

Testing High and low water level alarms did not pass test 9.3.5 
 

X 
 Gauges Not tested in 5 years, not accurate within 3% of scale 9.3.6 

  
X 
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Chapter 10 WATER SPRAY FIXED SYSTEMS - Inspection 
    

Pipe and fittings 

Mechanical damage, missing or damaged paint or coating, 
rusted or corroded, not properly aligned or trapped sections, 
low point drains not functioning, improper location of 
rubber-gasketed fittings   10.2.4.1 

 
X   

Hangers & seismic braces 

Damaged or missing, not securely attached to structural or 
piping, missing or damaged paint or coating, rusted or 
corroded. 10.2.4.2 

 
X X 

Water spray nozzles 
Discharge devices missing, not properly positioned or 
pointed in design direction, loaded or corroded 10.2.5.1 

 
X 

 
Water spray nozzles 

Missing caps or plugs if required or not free to operate as 
intended. 10.2.5.2 

 
X 

 Strainers Strainer plugged or fouled 10.2.7 X 
  Strainers Strainer damaged or corroded 10.2.7 

  
X 

Drainage 
Trap sumps and drainage trenches blocked, retention 
embankments or dikes in disrepair 10.2.8 

  
X 

Ultra-High-Speed 
Detectors have physical damage or deposits on lenses of 
optical detectors 10.4.2 

 
X 

 Ultra-High-Speed Controllers found to have faults 10.4.3 
 

X 
 

      Chapter 10 WATER SPRAY FIXED SYSTEMS - Testing 
    

      

Operational test 

Heat detection system did not operate within 40 seconds, 
flammable gas detection system did not operate within 20 
seconds 10.3.4.1.1   X X 

 Operational test Test not done after I year 10.3.1.1 
  

X 

Operational test Nozzles are plugged 10.3.4.3.1 X 
  Operational test Nozzles are not correctly positioned 10.3.4.3.1 

 
X 

 

Operational test 
Pressure readings are not comparable to original design 
requirements 10.3.4.4 

 
X 

 

      Operational test Manual actuation devices did not work properly 10.3.6 X 
  

Main drain 
More than 10% Large drop in full flow pressure or slow 
return to normal static pressure. 10.3.7.1 X 

  



12 
NFPA 25 Log #119 Rec A2013 ROC 

 

Ultra-High-Speed 
Operational test Response time was more than 100 milliseconds 10.4.5 X 

  Ultra-High-Speed 
Operational test Test not done after 1 year 10.4.5 

 
X X 

Obstruction Investigation 
Internal Inspection of 
Piping 

No inspection of main and branch line after 5 years or 
inspection revealed presence of MIC, zebra mussels, rust 
and scale 14.2.1 

 
X 
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Chapter 11 FOAM-WATER SPRINKLER SYSTEMS – Inspection 
   Alarm devices Physical damage apparent 11.1.3.1.3 

  
X 

Pipe and fittings 

Mechanical damage, missing or damaged paint or coating, 
rusted or corroded, not properly aligned or trapped sections, 
low point drains not functioning, improper location or poor 
condition of rubber-gasketed fittings   11.2.3 

 
X 

 

Hangers & seismic braces 

Damaged or missing, not securely attached to structural or 
piping, missing or damaged paint or coating, rusted or 
corroded. 11.2.4 

 
X X 

Foam-water discharge devices 
Discharge devices missing, not properly positioned or 
pointed in design direction, loaded or corroded 11.2.5.1 X X 

 

Foam-water discharge devices Not free to operate as intended. 11.2.5.2 
 

X 
 

Foam-water discharge devices Missing caps or plugs if required 11.2.5.2 
 

X X 

Foam-water discharge devices 
Discharge devices not listed for use with Incorrect foam 
concentrate for application and devices 11.2.5.4 

 
X 

 
Foam concentrate strainers Blow-down valve open or not plugged 11.2.7.2 

 
X 

 

Drainage 
Trap sumps and drainage trenches blocked, retention 
embankments or dikes in disrepair 11.2.8 

  
X 

Proportioning systems (all) 
Proportioning system valves not in correct open/closed 
position in accordance with specified operating conditions 11.2.9.3 X 

  

Proportioning systems (all) 
Concentrate tank does not have correct quantity required by 
original design 11.2.9.4 X X 

 

Standard pressure proportioner 
Automatic drains (ball drip valves) not free or open, 
external corrosion  on foam concentrate tanks 11.2.9.5.1 

  
X 
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Bladder tank proportioner Water control valve to foam concentrate in "closed" position 11.2.9.5.2 X 
  Bladder tank proportioner Foam in water surrounding bladder 11.2.9.5.2 X X 

 Bladder tank proportioner External corrosion on foam concentrate tank 11.2.9.5.2 
  

X 

Line proportioner 
Strainer damaged, corroded, plugged or fouled, pressure 
vacuum vent not operating freely 11.2.9.5.3   X 

 
Line proportioner Strainer plugged or fouled 11.2.9.5.3 X   

 
Line proportioner External corrosion on foam concentrate tank 11.2.9.5.3 

  
X 

Standard balanced pressure 
proportioner Sensing line valves not open, no power to foam liquid pump  11.2.9.5.4 X 

  

Standard balanced pressure 
proportioner 

Strainer damaged, corroded, plugged of fouled, pressure 
vacuum vent not operating freely, gauges damaged or not 
showing proper pressures 11.2.9.5.4 

 
X 

 

In-Line balanced pressure 
proportioner 

Sensing line valves at pump unit or individual proportioner 
stations not open, no power to foam liquid pump  11.2.9.5.5 X 

  

In-Line balanced pressure 
proportioner 

Strainer damaged, corroded, plugged of fouled, pressure 
vacuum vent not operating freely, gauges damaged or not 
showing proper pressures 11.2.9.5.5   X 

 
In-Line balanced pressure 
proportioner Strainer plugged of fouled 11.2.9.5.5 X   

 Orifice plate proportioner No power to foam liquid pump  11.2.9.5.6 X 
  

Orifice plate proportioner 

Strainer damaged, corroded, plugged of fouled, pressure 
vacuum vent not operating freely, gauges damaged or not 
showing proper pressures 11.2.9.5.6 

 
X 

 
Orifice plate proportioner Strainer plugged of fouled 11.2.9.5.6 X   
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Foam concentrate  No annual sSamples not taken and submitted for test  11.2.10 
 

X 
 

      Chapter 11 FOAM-WATER SPRINKLER SYSTEMS - Testing 
   

Alarm devices Water motor and gong not functioning 
11.1.3.1.1      
11.3.1.1 

 
X 

 

Alarm devices 
Pressure switch or vane type switch not functioning or no 
alarm 

11.1.3.1.2    
11.3.1.2 

 
X 

 

Operational Test 
Fire detection system did not operate within requirements of 
NFPA #72 11.3.2.4   

 
X 

 Operational Test Test not done after 1 year 11.3 
  

X 

Operational Test Nozzles are plugged 11.3.2.6.1 X 
  Operational Test Nozzles are not correctly positioned 11.3.2.6.1 

 
X 

 

Operational Test 
Pressure readings are not comparable to original design 
requirements 11.3.2.7.3 

 
X 

 Operational Test Manual actuation devices did not work properly 11.3.4 X 
  

Operational Test 
Foam sample did not pass concentration test 

11.3.5 X 
  

Main drain 
More than 10% Large drop in full flow pressure or slow 
return to normal static pressure. 13.2.5.2 X 

  

Obstruction Investigation Internal 
Inspection of Piping 

No inspection of main and branch line after 5 years or 
inspection revealed presence of MIC, zebra mussels, rust 
and scale 14.2.1 

 
X 
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Chapter 13 VALVES, VALVE COMPONENTS, AND TRIM - Inspection 
    Gauges Poor condition 13.2.7.1 

  
X 

Gauges Not showing normal water/air pressure 13.2.7.1 
 

X 
 Control valve Improper closed position 13.3.2.2 X 

  Control valve Improper open position, leaking 13.3.2.2 
 

X 
 

Control valve 

Not sealed, locked or supervised, Not accessible, no 
appropriate wrench if required, and no identification 13.3.2.2 

  
X 

Control valve Not sealed, locked or supervised 13.3.2.2 X 
 

  

Alarm valve 

External physical damage, trim valves not in appropriate 
open of or closed position, retard chamber or alarm drain 
leaking 13.4.1.1 

 
X 

 

Alarm valve 
Alarm valve, strainers, filters and restricted orifices not 
internally inspected after 5 years 13.4.1.2 

 
X 

 Check valve Check valve not internally inspected after 5 years 13.4.2.1 
 

X 
 

Valve enclosure 
Upon visual observation the enclosure is nNot maintaining 
minimum 40° F temp. 

13.4.3.1.1     
13.4.4.1.1   X 

 

Valve enclosure 
Low temperature alarms (if installed) are physically 
damaged 

13.4.3.1.1     
13.4.4.1.1   X 

 Preaction valve and deluge 
valve 

External physical damage, trim valves not in appropriate 
open or closed position, valve seat leaking 13.4.3.1.6 

 
X 

 Preaction valve and deluge 
valve Electrical components not in service 13.4.3.1.6 X 

  

Preaction valve and deluge 
valve 

Interior of preaction valve/or deluge valve, strainers, filters, 
restricted orifices, and diaphragm chambers not internally 
inspected after 5 years 13.4.3.1.8 

 
X 

 Dry pipe valve/Quick 
opening device 

External physical damage, trim valves not in appropriate 
open of or closed position, intermediate chamber leaking 13.4.4.1.4 

 
X 

 Dry pipe valve/Quick 
opening device 

Dry pipe valve, strainers, filters and restricted orifices not 
internally inspected after 5 years 13.4.4.1.6 

 
X 

 Sprinkler pressure reducing 
control valves 

Not in open position, not maintaining downstream pressures 
in accordance with the design criteria 13.5.1.1 X 

  Sprinkler pressure reducing 
control valves Leaking, valve damaged, hand wheel missing or broken 13.5.1.1 

 
X 
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Hose connection pressure 
reducing valves 

Hand wheel broken or missing, hose threads damaged, 
leaking, reducer missing 13.5.2.1 

 
X 

 Hose connection pressure 
reducing valves Cap missing 13.5.2.1 

  
X 

Hose rack assembly 
pressure reducing valve Hand wheel broken or missing, leaking 13.5.3.1 

 
X 

 

Hose valves 

Leaking, visible obstructions, caps, hose threads, valve 
handle, cap gasket, no restricting device, damaged or in 
poor condition  13.5.6.1 

 
X 

 
Hose valves Hose threads not compatible 13.5.6.1 

 
X 

 Backflow prevention 
assemblies 

Reduced pressure assemblies differential-sensing valve 
relief port continuously discharging 13.6.1.2 

 
X 

 

Fire department connection 

Not accessible, couplings & swivels damaged, do not rotate 
smoothly, clapper not operating properly or missing, check 
valve leaking, automatic drain not operating properly or 
missing 13.7.1 X 

  

Fire department connection 

Not visible, couplings & swivels do not rotate smoothly, 
plugs &  caps or gaskets damaged or missing, check valve 
leaking, automatic drain not operating properly or missing 13.7.1 

 
X 

 

Fire department connection Missing identification sign 13.7.1 
  

X 

      Chapter 13 VALVES, VALVE COMPONENTS, AND TRIM - Testing 
    

Main drain More than 10% drop in full flow pressure  13.2.5.2 X 
  Alarm devices Water motor and gong not functioning 13.2.6.1 

 
X 

 
Alarm devices 

Pressure switch or vane type switch not functioning or no 
alarm 13.2.6.2 

 
X 

 
Gauges 

Not replaced or calibrated in 5 years, not accurate within 
3% of scale 

13.2.7.2           
13.2.7.3 

  
X 

Control valve Valve will not operate through its full range 13.3.3.1 
 

X 
 

Control valve 
No spring or torsion felt in rod when opening post indicator 
valve 13.3.3.2 X 
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Supervisory switches 

No signal from two revolutions of the hand wheel from 
normal position or when stem has moved one-fifth of the 
distance from normal position, signal restored in position 
other than normal 13.3.3.5.2 

 
X X 

Preaction valve Priming water level not correct 13.4.3.2.1 
 

X 
 

Preaction valve 

No full flow trip test done after 3 years with full open valve 
or pressure reading at hydraulically most remote nozzle 
and/or at valve not comparable to original design values 13.4.4.2.2.2 

 
X 

 Preaction valve No leakage test after 3 years 13.4.3.2.6 
  

X 

Preaction valve Three year leakage test failed 13.4.3.2.6 
 

X 
 

Deluge valve 

Annual full flow trip test revealed plugged nozzles, pressure 
reading at hydraulically most remote nozzle and/or at valve 
not compatible to original design values, manual actuation 
devices did not operate properly 13.4.3.2.2.3 X 

  Preaction valve Low air pressure switch did not send signal or no alarm 13.4.3.2.12 
 

X X 

Preaction and deluge valve Low temperature switch did not send signal or no alarm 13.4.3.2.13 
 

X X 

Preaction valve Automatic air maintenance device did not pass test 13.4.3.2.14 
 

  X 

Dry pipe valve Priming water level not correct 13.4.4.2.1 
 

X 
 

Dry pipe valve 
Annual trip test results were not compatible comparable to 
previous tests 13.4.4.2.2 

 
X X 

Dry pipe valve 
No full flow trip test done after 3 years or test results not 
comparable to previous results 13.4.4.2.2.2 

 
X X 

Quick opening device Quick opening device did not pass test  13.4.4.2.4 
 

X 
 Dry pipe valve Low air pressure switch did not send signal or no alarm 13.4.4.2.6 

 
X X 

Dry pipe valve Low temperature switch did not send signal or no alarm 13.4.4.2.7 
 

X X 

Dry pipe valve Automatic air maintenance device did not pass test 13.4.4.2.8 
 

X 
 Dry pipe system No leakage test after 3 years 13.4.4.2.9 

  
X 

Dry pipe system Three year leakage test failed 13.4.4.2.9 
 

X 
 Sprinkler pressure reducing 

control valves 
No full flow test done after 5 years or test results not 
comparable to previous results 13.5.1.2 

 
X X 

Hose connection pressure 
reducing valves 

No full flow test done after 5 years or test results not 
comparable to previous results 13.5.2.2 

 
X X 

Hose rack assembly 
pressure reducing valve 

No full flow test done after 5 years or test results not 
comparable to previous results 13.5.3.2 

 
X X 
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Hose valves (Class I and 
Class III standpipe system) Annual test revealed valve leaking or difficult to operate 13.5.6.2.1.1 

 
X 

 Hose valves (Class II 
standpipe system) Test revealed valve leaking or difficult to operate 

13.5.6.2.2     
13.5.6.2.2.1 

 
X 

 Hose valves (Class II 
standpipe system) No test after 3 years 

13.5.6.2.2     
13.5.6.2.2.1 

  
X 

Backflow prevention 
assemblies Did not pass forward flow test 13.6.2.1 X 

  Backflow prevention 
assemblies No forward flow test done after one year  13.6.2.1 

 
X X 

Backflow prevention 
assemblies Did not pass backflow performance test 13.6.2.1 

  
X 

 




