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Minutes
Board of Building Regulations and Standards
Fire Prevention Fire Protection (FPFP) Advisory Committee
RJA, Inc. - 1661 Worcester Road – Suite 501, Framingham, MA - Conference Room
November 25, 2014 9:00 a.m.
1. Roll Call 
Robert Carasitti, Chair (RC)		x  present   absent
Dave LeBlanc, Vice-Chair (DL)	x  present   absent
Walter Adams  (WA)			x  present   absent at 9:05 a.m.
Don Contois (DC)			x  present   absent
Harold Cutler (HL)			 present  x  absent
Rob Anderson (or designee)		x  present   absent
Chief Gary McCarraher (GM)	x  present   absent
Boston Fire Commissioner		x  present   absent Paul Donga (PD) for BFD at 9:06 a.m.
State Fire Marshal (or designee)	x  present   absent Jen Hoyt (JH) for SFM
Kurt Ruchala (KR)			x  present   absent
Louise Vera (LV) 			x  present   absent Jeff Putnam (JP) for LV

The chair noted that with 10  members present a quorum was achieved.
General note on format: votes are noted as (Motion by: XX, Second by: XX, Vote: In Favor-Opposed- Abstaining).

2. Review and approval of minutes from November 10 meeting. The chair noted that although he prepared the draft minutes (Exhibit A) he missed a significant portion of discussion on the white paper as he had misplaced some note pages. The chair tabled the November 10 minutes until they could be drafted to include the missing information.
3. Additional Commenting via track change or red line editing of White Paper on fire protection as found in Exhibit B. The discussion continued on the white paper with the chair refreshing previous discussion points:
a. The paper is to only address existing residential 3-6 unit buildings and not new construction
b. In regards to item a, Under the Work Area method Alterations Level 2 (for more than 50% of the floor) and Level 3 (50% of the building) are really only impacted. The Prescriptive Method requires the work to complywith new construction but not the whole building. The performance method is rarely used but depending on the “score sheet” sprinklers may or may not be required at all.
c. It is also noted that communities that adopt MGL ch148 26I are required to have sprinklers at 4 units or more. So in these communities the white paper only impacts 3 unit buildings.
d. Recent articles from NFPA Journal note that the demographics for residential deaths are predominantly the elderly, the very young and the poor.
GM reviewed his comments for the committee.
• He noted that it should be clarified that that the paper is addressing only existing residential buildings with 3-6 units and not new construction. Section 1 paragraph 2 can be taken out of context and imply new construction as well.
• He noted a recurring issue if assertion of fact without substation and improper referencing is made in multiple locations of the paper. As examples:
o Section 2, paragraph 5 asserts that Massachusetts has more requirements than other NE states but no data is provided that supports the assertion. KR also interjected that in New England, existing 3-6 unit residential buildings in all the other NE states are required to comply with two codes: a version of IBC and a version of NFPA 101.
o Section 2, paragraph 6, bullet 3 – references out to MGL ch148 s26G which is not applicable to residential buildings.
• He noted that the cost data for 1 and 2 family homes (Section 3) as used in the paper is inappropriate as it does not correlate with the discussion on 3-6 unit residential buildings.
o Section 3b reference to GBAR suggests that development is not being obstructed by the sprinkler requirements.
o Both the cost and income data is not particular to 3-6 unit buildings but all residential buildings …bigger and smaller.
o The discrepancy between locations even within Massachusetts needs further development: while the costs in Boston are particularly expensive the reference indicates that costs in Worcester are reasonable.
• Section 4a, 2007 Nitz reference indicates the benefits of sprinklers outweighs the costs when morbidity and insurance costs are considered. These considerations are notably absent in the white paper.
• Section 4a (2), no reference is provided for data.
• Does not see the relevance of the radon issue data as it does not correlate to the discussion.
• The chair interrupted and indicated that he noted a trend in the comments as follows:
o Lacking of reference to support statements of fact
o Inappropriate or incomplete use of references
o Mortality and insurance costs need to be included in the cost benefit analysis for the complete measure of cost to be covered. 
o  Lack of completeness of a scientific study to a) start with an unbiased position, b) gather and study fact to c) ultimately support conclusions.
KR next reviewed his comments:
• The paper does not identify what the stated goal for public safety in 3-6 unit residential buildings. There needs to be something to measure to and nothing is provided in this regard.
• There is no discussion of municipal costs in event responses between sprinklerd and nonsprinklered 3-6 unit buildings.
• The paper identifies an added cost of NFPA 13D systems compared to buildings without 13D systems. But there is no discussion or comparison of the cost of the sprinkler maintenance versus any other household mechanical system.
• He agrees that the use of 1 and 2 family home data for 3-6 unit buildings is inappropriate.
• There is no consideration for the evolution of home furnishings and other items that have increased the overall fire loads in residential units. The increase use of foam and plastics is significantly higher these days. There is no discussion of the increased risk IF a fire occurs within the unit and benefits sprinklers have in these instances.
PD echoed previous comments and added that the death rate aspect needs further development. He also noted that the Jay Fleming comments previously submitted to the BBRS should be reiterated in the BBRS discussion.
At this point the chair ended the review of individual member comments in favor of developing committee comments to the BBRS. As a first step, comments already provided to the BBRS were reviewed (April 29, 2014 FPFP Minutes).
There was extensive discussion regarding the white paper. Areas of concern included:
• The potential for the white paper to be misconstrued as policy,
• The lack of distinction on the types of 3-6 unit buildings to be considered (for example, the fire performance and impact on horizontally adjacent townhomes can be significantly different than that of vertically stacked dwelling units)
• The lack of discussion on the effectiveness and benefits of sprinklers,
• The over-emphasis on costs without the detail breakdown of the costs,
• The suggestion that the paper reflects a shift in “behavioral norm” with society’s attitude towards life safety,and
• The lack of statistical comparison of sprinklered versus unsprinklered residential buildings in terms of life and property loss cost considerations.

After discussion, the committee voted on five motions:
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)
The chair requested a vote to reaffirm recommendation #1
Motion: GM 2nd: DL Vote: 8-1-1 Negative (WA), 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 buildinexclusively 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) The chair requested a vote to reaffirm recommendation #2 Motion: KR 2nd: GM Vote: 9-0-1 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) The chair requested a vote to eliminate recommendation #3 Motion: DC 2nd: KR Vote: 8-1-1 Negative (PD), Abstaining (MG)
4) The FPFP recommends the Board consider the modern construction materials & methods as well as the additional fire event 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) The chair requested a vote to reaffirm recommendation #4 Motion: GM 2nd: DL Vote: 8-1-1 Negative (WA), 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) The chair requested a vote to reaffirm recommendation #5
Motion: KR 2nd: DL Vote: 9-0-1 Abstaining (MG)
A motion was made for a new recommendation:
#6 (numbering continued from previous comments) - The FPFP supports the White Paper’s new recommendations #1, #2 and #3 but notes that they do not believe the paper’s discussion supports the recommendations. The recommendations were more the result of the comments received on the paper. Motion: DC 2nd: GM Vote: 7-2-1 Negatives (WA & JP), Abstaining (MG)
A motion was made for another new recommendation:
#7 - The FPFP recommends that FPFP Recommendation #2 be included as a White Paper recommendation Motion: DL 2nd: DC Vote: 3-5-1 Negatives (GM, JH, WA, JP & RC), Abstaining (MG) The main reason cited by the negatives was the fact that since FPFP is not an author, the author needs to decide whether to include or not include the recommendation in his paper.A motion was made for another recommendation:
#8 – FPFP recommends that the BBRS consider morbidly, fire fighter injury, insurance and other tangential costs associated with fire events be included in the cost benefit analysis. The FPFP believes the White Paper does not fully address a cost benefit of fire alarms and sprinklers without this information. Motion: JH 2nd: DC Vote: 7-2-1 Negatives (WA & JP), Abstaining (MG)
A motion was made as follows:
If BBRS were to accept recommendation #8 that DFS identify which of the 134 fatalities cited in the White Paper would have been uninjured exclusively by the inclusion of sprinklers.
Motion: MG 2nd: WA Vote: 2-6-2 Affirmatives (MG & WA), Negatives (GM, RC, DL, DC, KR, PD), Abstaining (JP & JH)
4. Overview of draft MA Amendments to International Building Code 2015 for adoption as the 9th Edition of 780 CMR (Exhibit C) and delegation of sections for review by FPFP members. Walter Adams had to depart at this point (12:36 pm) Working from 917 to 901 the FPFP voted on staff recommendations and provided comments as noted:
Section 917 was recommended for approval. Motion: DL 2nd: KR Vote: 8-0-1 Abstaining (MG)
Section 916 was recommended for approval. Motion: GM 2nd: DL Vote: 8-0-1 Abstaining (MG)
Section 915 was recommend for approval with a note to be added regarding intent was to capture ICC criteria found in IFC and does not “add to the model code”. Motion: GM 2nd: DL Vote: 8-0-1 Abstaining (MG)
Section 914 is virgin IBC. Section 914 is recommended for approval. Motion: DC 2nd: DL Vote: 8-0-1 Abstaining (MG)
Section 913 was recommend for approval. Motion: KR 2nd: DC Vote: 5-3-1 Negatives (PD, GM & JH) Abstaining (MG)
Section 912 is recommended for approval. Motion: DL 2nd: DC Vote: 8-0-1 Abstaining (MG)
Section 909 is recommended for approval. Motion: PD 2nd: KR Vote: 8-0-1 Abstaining (MG)Section 905 is recommended for approval. Motion: KR 2nd: DC Vote: 7-1-1 Negative (GM), Abstaining (MG)
Section 907 is recommended for approval. Motion: DC 2nd: DL Vote: 6-2-1 Negative (JH, PD), Abstaining (MG)
See previous minutes for 904 and 905 recommendations. Staff recommendations for Section 903 are not recommended for approval. FPFP recommends that the 8th Edition criteria be brought forward. If the IBC fire area definition is retained, modifications to numerous subsections of 903.2 are required. Motion: Dl 2nd: PD Vote: 7-1-1 Negative (JH), Abstaining (MG)
5. Matters not reasonably anticipated within two business days of the meeting. There were no new matters presented.
6. Approval to adjourn the meeting

The next meeting was not scheduled. A notice will be posted by BBRS staff pending the development of an agenda.
A motion was made to adjourn. Motion: DL so moved 2nd: GM Vote: 9-0-0 Walter Adams had departed and was not present.

List of Exhibits
A. FPFP Minutes November 10, 2015 (draft)
B. White Paper_Cost_&_Effectiveness_Fire_Protection_Systems_12_09_2014_MS_Word_Rev_A
C. 2014_04_Chapter_02_to_35_Staff_redline_11_14_14
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