

FPFP Comment on Fire Protection White Paper

1) The FPFP does not feel the draft white paper adequately addresses the effectiveness and benefits of sprinklers. 

Motion: DL 2nd: DC Vote: 6-0-1 Abstaining (MG)

2) The FPFP recommends the Board (BBRS) consider cost reduction strategies for the installation of systems rather than the elimination of sprinklers. Examples included, 

a) reduction of system requirements for 3-6 unit buildings exclusively used for residential purposes by allowing reduced demand systems and lessoning monitoring criteria and 

b) working with the legislature and appropriate water authorities to reduce or otherwise offset the large expense of water supply connection fees.

Motion: DC 2nd: DL Vote: 6-0-1 Abstaining (MG)

3) The FPFP recommends the Board consider the cost benefits of the “tradeoffs” in building construction that are allowed as a result of sprinkler protection. Cost comparisons are necessary for fully sprinklered versus non-sprinklered residential buildings. 

Motion: DL 2nd: JN Vote: 6-0-1 Abstaining (MG)

4) The FPFP recommends the Board consider the modern construction materials & methods as well as the additional fire vent risks they present. Specifically, the issues of increase lightweight construction and the use of plastics for energy code compliance must be addressed by the white paper.

Motion: DL 2nd: DC Vote: 6-0-1 Abstaining (MG)

5) The FPFP requests hard copies of all references in the white paper to allow proper cross referencing review. To this end, the FPFP requests staff create a single folder that contains the white paper, cited references and other data refinement documents as a public record tool.

Motion: DL 2nd: JN Vote: 6-0-1 Abstaining (MG)

