(note: text of email exchanges Jan 3, 2011)
Mike

Con with the comments contained in my previous mail

Thanx

Joe

Joe,

I am going to post public comment. Are you pro or con for the stretch sprinkler code?

Mike

I work in a community where during the construction boom 10,000 sq ft of living space was the norm. Although houses have scaled back a bit there are still large houses being constructed especially when you factor in the basements. I have, in town, a 20,000 sq ft house with a 4 stop elevator, kitchens on 3 floors and an attached 6 car garage and a 26,000 sq ft home with the nanny apartmentover the attached 4 car garage. These were both built before the 7th edition so there are no sprinklers. I would not want to be a resident or a fire fighter if either of these were to burn. Presently there is a 16,000 sq ft McMansion being constructed which will be sprinklered (13D) under the 7th edition. They are on a well and will be required to install a tank. Considering what is being spent to construct this home, a sprinkler system and it's continued maintenance is a drop in the bucket. The owner did fight me on this and tried to convince me that there was only 14,200 sq ft.

I believe sprinklers should be required and not by local option or for every residence. Language similar to the 7th edition that requires sprinklers on buildings of a certain size but substantially less than the current 14,400 sq ft would be appropriate. We require sprinklers in commercial buildings at 7500 sq ft and above with no one sleeping in them, why not set the threshold there or slightly larger. Don't forget that the 7500 sq ft for commercial buildings was a local option until recently. If we allow the stretch code it will eventually be mandated and the 3500 sq ft colonial  will now have to absorb the cost of a full system state wide.

Pros: public safety, uniform state wide code, good compromise to the stretch code

Cons: added expense but only to houses that will be able to absorb it easier

Joe Doyle

Westwood Building Official

