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Submit a comment

Proposed Change 1934

Code Reference(s): NFC20 Div.B 3.2.7.9. (first printing)
Subject: Automatic Sprinkler System
Title: Standardization of Terminology in NFC Sprinkler

Requirements

Description: This proposed change is one of a series of proposed
changes that standardize the terminology related to
sprinklers in the NFC.

Related Proposed PCF 1910, PCF 1912, PCF 1915, PCF 1916, PCF 1917,

Change(s): PCF 1920, PCF 1921, PCF 1922, PCF 1924, PCF 1925,
PCF 1926, PCF 1927, PCF 1928, PCF 1929, PCF 1930,
PCF 1931, PCF 1932, PCF 1933

This change could potentially affect the following topic areas:

Division A Division B
Division C Design and Construction
Building operations Housing
Small Buildings Large Buildings
Fire Protection Occupant safety in use
Accessibility Structural Requirements
Building Envelope Energy Efficiency
Heating, Ventilating and Air Plumbing
Conditioning Construction and Demolition
Sites
Problem

Currently, various wordings and phrases are used in the National Building Code of
Canada (NBC) 2020 and National Fire Code (NFC) 2020 to describe whether or not
sprinklers are mandated in the space or area in question. Inconsistent use of
terminology could create confusion or misunderstanding.

This proposed change standardizes Code wording to clarify where sprinklers are
mandated by the NFC by using the defined term “sprinklered” and thereby eliminates
any potential confusion.
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Justification

As defined in the NFC, “sprinklered (as applying to a building or part thereof) means
that the building or part thereof is equipped with a system of automatic sprinklers.”

In the NBC 2020 and the NFC 2020, 11 different phrases are used to indicate where
sprinklers are mandated, while 8 different phrases are used to indicate where sprinklers
are not mandated. In all cases, the defined term “sprinklered” could be used. Not
standardizing this terminology could potentially cause confusion among architects and
designers as to where sprinklers are mandated. Revising the Code wording to use the
defined term “sprinklered” would introduce consistency as well as eliminate any
potential confusion.

Table 1 shows the different phrases used in the NBC and NFC to indicate where
sprinklers are mandated, along with their frequency.

Table 1. Existing Phrases Indicating Where Sprinklers Are Mandated in
the NBC and NFC

Phrase Code Number of
Occurrences
“... to have an automatic sprinkler system installed
throughout ...” NBC 1
“... an automatic sprinkler system shall be installed in ...” NBC 1
“... sprinklers shall be installed in ...” NBC 2
“... sprinklers shall be provided for ...” NBC 1
“... sprinklers shall not be omitted in ...” NBC 1
“...in which an automatic sprinkler system is installed ...” | NBC 1
“... in which a sprinkler system is installed ...” NBC 2
“... in which a sprinkler system has been installed ...” NBC 1
“... area served by the sprinkler system ...” NBC 1
“... sprinklers are installed in ...” NBC 1
“... shall be equipped throughout with a sprinkler NEC 1
system ...”

Table 2 shows the different phrases used in the NBC and NFC to indicate where
sprinklers are not mandated, along with their frequency.

Table 2. Existing Phrases Indicating Where Sprinklers Are Not
Mandated in the NBC and NFC

N f
Phrase Code umber o
Occurrences

“... do not require the installation of an automatic sprinkler NBC 1
system ...”
“... in which an automatic sprinkler system is not required to

. Y NBC 1
be installed ...
“... sprinklers are not required in ...” NBC 1
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Table 2. Existing Phrases Indicating Where Sprinklers Are Not
Mandated in the NBC and NFC (Continued)

Phrase Code Number of
Occurrences
“... that is not protected by an automatic sprinkler system ...” | NBC 1
“... in which sprinklers are not installed ...” NBC 2
“... where a sprinkler system is not installed ...” NBC 1
“... in which an automatic sprinkler system is not installed ...” | NBC 2
“... need not be equipped throughout with a sprinkler NFC 5
system ...”

PROPOSED CHANGE

[3.2.7.9.] 3.2.7.9. Fire Suppression Systems
[1]1 1) Except as permitted in Sentences (2) and (3) and in Part 4, buildings
used for the storage of dangerous goods regulated by this Subsection
shall be eguipped-throughout-witha-sprinklersystemsprinklered or
equipped with another fire suppression system, designed in conformance
with Part 2 and good engineering practice with respect to specific
dangerous goods. (See Note A-3.2.7.9.(1).)

[2] 2) Buildings described in Sentence (1) need not be sprinklered or equipped
throughout with a—sprinklersystem-er another fire suppression system,
provided that
[a] @) the sum of individual storage areas in the building used for the

storage of dangerous goods, other than substances classified as

miscellaneous dangerous goods with no other class and those

covered in Part 4, does not exceed 100 m?, and

[b] b) the dangerous goods are

[i]1i) separated in conformance with Table 3.2.7.6., and

[ii] ii) stored in fire compartments separated from the remainder of
the building by a fire separation having a fire-resistance
rating of not less than 2 h.

I[31 3) Buildings described in Sentence (1) need not be sprinklered or equipped
throughout with a—sprinklersystem—er another fire suppression system,

provided that storage consists only of dangerous goods classified as non-
flammable, non-toxic gases with no subsidiary class of oxidizing
substances.
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Impact analysis

This proposed change clarifies Code language by using the defined term for
consistency. This proposed change would facilitate interpretation of the Code
requirements and eliminate potential confusion. As a result, it is expected that a
consistent and appropriate level of safety would be provided without any confusion. No
additional costs are expected.

Enforcement implications

This proposed change is intended to clarify the intent of the requirements, which should
aid in the understanding and enforcement of the Code.

Who is affected

Authorities having jurisdiction, designers and contractors.

OBJECTIVE-BASED ANALYSIS OF NEW OR CHANGED
PROVISIONS

[3.2.7.9.] 3.2.7.9. ([1] 1) [F02-OP1.2]
[3.2.7.9.] 3.2.7.9. ([1] 1) [F02-0S1.2]

[3.2.7.9.] 3.2.7.9. ([2] 2) [F02,F03-OP1.2] [FO1-OP1.1]
[3.2.7.9.] 3.2.7.9. ([2] 2) [F02,F03-0S1.2] [FO1-0S1.1]

[3.2.7.9.] 3.2.7.9. ([3] 3) no attributions
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