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SUBJECT: NFPA 101 ROC TC Letter Ballot (A 2011 Cycle) 

 ______________________________________________________________________  
 
The ROC letter ballot for NFPA 101 is attached.  The ballot is for formally voting on 
whether or not you concur with the committee’s actions on the comments.  Reasons must 
accompany all negative and abstention ballots. 
 
Please do not vote negatively because of editorial errors.  However, please bring 
such errors to my attention for action. 
 
Please complete and return your ballot as soon as possible but no later than Wednesday, 
November 3, 2010.  As noted on the ballot form, please return the ballot to Linda 
MacKay either via e-mail to lmackay@nfpa.org or via fax to 617-984-7110.  You may 
also mail your ballot to the attention of Linda MacKay at NFPA, 1 Batterymarch Park, 
Quincy, MA 02169. 
 
The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing Committee Projects.   
 
Attachments: Comments 



Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 101
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-16     Log #130  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James K. Lathrop, Koffel Associates, Inc.

101-34
Reject the proposal in its entirety.

This definition works with a very flawed proposal 101-160. One only needs to look at Proposals 101-32
and 101-33 to see that we are mixing apples and oranges with regard to the type of space we are regulating here. Both
Proposals 101-32 and 101-33 have annex notes that tell us they are referring to areas RARELY occupied. This
definition needs a lot of work to make it clear that we are not talking about normal mechanical or machine rooms. The
term “interstitial” needs to be either deleted or better defined. I have been in numerous “interstitial” spaces that are very
much used on a routine basis.

Retain the definition of Normally Unoccupied Building Service Equipment Support Area as proposed by ROP Proposal
101-34.
Revise the associated annex text, from that shown in ROP Proposal 101-34, as follows:

Examples of such areas include
interstitial spaces, crawl spaces, chases, tunnels, attics and service vaults. Normally unoccupied building service
support areas are often found in attics, crawl spaces, chases, and interstitial areas where the space is vacant or
intended exclusively for routing ductwork, cables, conduits, piping and similar services and is rarely accessed.  In such
spaces it is often difficult or impossible to fully comply with the egress requirements of Chapter 7.  Where portions of
such spaces are routinely visited for storage, maintenance, testing or inspection, that portion is excluded from this
definition, but the remainder of the space might be considered a normally unoccupied building service equipment
support area. Storage and fuel-fired equipment would not be expected to be permitted in these locations. Roofs are not
considered to be normally unoccupied building service equipment support areas.

The text added to the annex by the Committee Action was taken from the annex note
proposed by ROP Proposal 101-33 and further modified.  The submitter of this comment participated in the SAF-MEA
ROC meeting and agrees that the Committee Action meets his intent.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-36     Log #231  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-69
Reconsider.

7.1.3.2.1(8)(d) Existing openings in exit enclosures to normally unoccupied attics and basements that are not
hazardous areas shall be permitted when:
(i) Opening protectives compatible with the enclosure requirements of the exit
and either
(ii) Detection throughout the attic or basement with building wide notification,
or
(iii) Automatic sprinklers according to 9.7 throughout the attic or basement.

Reworded proposals addresses Committee Statement and provides an equivalent safeguard to a
condition commonly occurring in existing 3-6 unit apartment buildings found by the tens of thousands throughout the
northeastern US.

The SAF-MEA committee notes that the text shown in the Recommendation does not exist in
the Code and would all be new. In other words, the submitter's legislative text relates to his Rejected ROP proposal and
not to existing Code text.
The submitter has again provided no technical justification for the new text other than stating many such situations

exist.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-37     Log #232  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-70
Reconsider.

7.1.9.1 Security Devices. Any security device or system that emits any medium that could obscure a means of egress
in any building, structure or premises shall be prohibited.

The Committee Statement is not clear. Many jurisdictions adopt 101 as their fire code. What other
code are they referencing? The requirement is taken from the International Building Code.

Further revise annex A.7.1.10.1, from what was done by ROP Proposal 101-408, as follows:
A proper means of egress allows unobstructed travel at all times. Any type of barrier including, but not

limited to, the accumulations of snow and ice in those climates subject to such accumulations is an impediment to free
movement in the means of egress. Another example of an obstruction or impediment to full instant use of means of
egress is any security device or system that emits any medium that could obscure a means of egress.
It is, however, recognized that obstructions occur on a short duration basis. In these instances, awareness training

should be provided to ensure that blockages are kept to a minimum and procedures are established for the control and
monitoring of the area affected.

The subject is covered in performance-based language by 7.1.10.1 to permit the AHJ to
regulate the condition cited, but the text is helpful as an example in the annex.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-39     Log #233  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-74
Ad new text to read as follows:

7.2.1.1.3.2 “health care occupancies and locked elevator lobbies in existing buildings according to 7.2.1.6.3.”
Reconsider.

The Committee Statement raises an interesting point. Why does this section permit by exception, the
locking of occupants beyond their control in specified occupancies, when the building is not considered occupied, as
stated? Is the original requirement accurately stated?

The submitter correctly identifies a problem with the existing text in his request to add more
text that isn't intended by the provision. However, the SAF-MEA committee does not want to expand the problem by
adding any more text. Rather, the committee will add the subject of correcting the existing text, so as to get back to the
original intent of the provision, to the agenda for the next revision cycle.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-40     Log #234  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-82
Revise text to read as follows:

Reconsider.
7.2.1.6.1.x In new buildings that have a fire command center, the door locks shall have the capability of being unlocked

by a signal from the fire command center.
Allows emergency responders to release doors in non-fire emergencies. This can reduce evacuation

delays particularly since other accepted proposals now permit multiple delayed egress locks in the means of egress.

The provisions for delayed-egress locks have adequate safeguards to unlock the door if the
hazard is at the door. There is no need to unlock other doors.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-41     Log #235  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-87
Revise text to read as follows:

Reconsider.
7.2.1.6.2.x In new buildings that have a fire command center, the door locks shall have the capability of being unlocked

by a signal from the fire command center.
Allows emergency responders to release doors in non-fire emergencies. This can reduce evacuation

delays.

The submitter has not demonstrated a need for an additional unlocking means as
access-controlled egress door locks are immediately available for egress. Should the motion sensor that unlocks the
door fail, the building occupant has immediate egress available by hitting the "push to exit" button at the side of the door.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-42     Log #237  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-90
Revise text to read as follows:

Reconsider.
7.2.1.6.3 Where permitted for rehabilitation and reconfiguration in existing buildings occupancy chapters, door

assemblies. . .
1 – Section 7.5.1.1 requires access to exits to be readily accessible at times.

2 – The need to lock lobbies occurs in existing central core buildings that were designed with open floor plans for single
tenants that were later subdivided for multiple tenants.
3 – This provision not only restricts free access to an exit from the elevator lobby, but it can also restrict access to a

second exit by passage through the locked lobby from any one tenant space to another. The two exits from every story
required by 7.4.1.1 are both meant to be accessible per story.
4 – While the need to accommodate rehabilitations and new configurations in existing buildings is acknowledged, there

is no need to accommodate deficient designs in buildings that have yet to be designed and constructed. Compromising
7.5.1.1 by characterizing its provisions as “‘wasting space” is a serious challenge to the ideal of providing life safety
before other concerns. This is the first time that the code potentially denies free exit access to the public occupant who
has not been voluntarily, judicially, or medically incarcerated.

The submitter's language would not allow existing situations to be continued in use and there
is no substantiation for making the code so stringent. The 15 criteria associated with elevator door locking provide
adequate safeguards, even for new installations.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-43     Log #236  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-93
Revised text to read as follows:

Reconsider.
7.2.1.6.3.x In new buildings that have a fire command center, the door locks shall have the capability of being unlocked

by a signal from the fire command center.
Allows emergency responders to release doors in non-fire emergencies. This can reduce evacuation

delays.

Again, the submitter has not provided technical justification that the 15 criteria associated with
elevator door locking do not provide adequate safeguards.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-44     Log #223  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Keith Pardoe, Door and Hardware Institute

101-98
Where required by Chapters 11 through 43, the following door assemblies for which

the door leaf is required to swing in the direction of egress travel shall be inspected and tested not less than annually in
accordance with 7.2.1.15.2 through 7.2.1.15.8.:

(1) Door leaves equipped with panic hardware or fire exit hardware in accordance with 7.2.1.7
(2) Door assemblies in exit enclosures
(3) Electrically-Controlled Egress Doors
(4) Door assemblies with Special Locking Arrangements subject to 7.2.1.6

Door assemblies (fire-rated and non-fire rated) within the required means of egress (e.g., door
assemblies that discharge from exit enclosures) require a higher level of care and maintenance throughout the life of
their installations to ensure they perform as intended according to the Code.  Annual inspection and functional testing of
these door assemblies is necessary to verify they are being maintained in proper working condition.  Panic hardware
and fire exit hardware devices are specifically required to be used in Assembly and Educational occupancies.  However,
door leaves that are equipped with panic hardware or fire exit hardware, in areas not specifically required by the Code
(i.e., stairwell entry doors not serving an assembly occupancy, double egress cross-corridor door assemblies, etc.),
should be subject to annual inspection and functional testing to ensure the operating hardware functions correctly in
accordance with 7.2.1.7, since the presence of panic hardware and fire exit hardware implies it is required by the Code.
Additionally, door assemblies that are designed as Electrically-Controlled Egress Doors (7.2.1.5.5) and door

assemblies that are equipped with Special Locking Arrangements in accordance with 7.2.1.6  are outfitted with
electrified hardware and access control devices that are susceptible to wear and abuse.  Consequently, these door
assemblies need to be inspected and tested on an annual basis, regardless of the occupant load being served.
In cases where the AHJ determines there is a distinct hazard to the building’s occupants’ safety, these inspection

requirements should be applied to other types of exit access, exit, and exit discharge door assemblies.
Proposal 101-98, Log #286 (submitted by Joshua Elvove) highlights the point that the requirement of

7.2.1.15.1 requires the formal inspection of all door openings where the door leaves are required to swing in the
direction of egress travel.  The unintended consequence of the current language is that it creates an inspection process
that might be unenforceable in the field.  As it stands now, inspectors of egress door assemblies will need to be able to
distinguish which “out-swinging” door leaves in a property or space are required by the Code to swing in the direction of
egress travel from those door leaves that are merely installed as “out-swinging” as a matter of design (and therefore not
subject to the inspection requirements).
The above modification better addresses those doors that we think should be subject to the annual inspection and

testing requirements of 7.2.1.15.1 such as door leaves with panic hardware or fire exit hardware, which is required on
door leaves serving high hazard content areas and door leaves in assembly and educational serving more than 100
occupants.
In addition, door assemblies in exit enclosures, such as the exterior door assemblies in stair towers (at the level of exit

discharge) need to be inspected to ensure they are functioning properly and occupants are able to use them when
needed in emergency conditions.  Likewise, Electrically-Controlled Egress Door Assemblies (7.2.1.5.5) and door
assemblies subject to Special Locking Arrangements (7.2.1.6) are equipped with electrified hardware and access control
devices that are especially susceptible to wear and often installed incorrectly need to be properly maintained, regardless
of occupant load.
Eliminating door swing as the threshold for triggering inspections might also make these inspection requirements more

acceptable to other occupancy chapters.  Conversely, each occupancy chapter is still free to add additional
requirements to the base requirements to the base requirements of 7.2.1.5.1 (e.g., door assemblies serving an occupant
load of 50 or more).

Revise 7.2.1.15.1 as follows:
Where required by Chapters 11 through 43, the following door assemblies for which the door leaf is

required to swing in the direction of egress travel shall be inspected and tested not less than annually in accordance
with 7.2.1.15.2 through 7.2.1.15.8.:

(1) Door leaves equipped with panic hardware or fire exit hardware in accordance with 7.2.1.7
(2) Door assemblies in exit enclosures
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(3) Electrically-controlled egress doors
(4) Door assemblies with special locking arrangements subject to 7.2.1.6

Door assemblies (fire-rated and non-fire rated) within the required means of egress (e.g., door
assemblies that discharge from exit enclosures) require a higher level of care and maintenance throughout the life of
their installations to ensure they perform as intended by the .  Annual inspection and functional testing of these
door assemblies is necessary to verify they are maintained in proper working condition.  Panic hardware and fire exit
hardware devices are specifically required to be used in assembly and educational occupancies.  However, door leaves
that are equipped with panic hardware or fire exit hardware, in areas not specifically required by the (e.g., stairwell
entry doors and double egress cross-corridor door assemblies not serving an assembly occupancy), should be subject
to annual inspection and functional testing to ensure that the operating hardware functions correctly in accordance with
7.2.1.7, since the presence of panic hardware and fire exit hardware implies it is required by the .
Additionally, door assemblies that are electrically-controlled egress doors in accordance with 7.2.1.5.5 and door

assemblies that are equipped with special locking arrangements in accordance with 7.2.1.6 are outfitted with electrified
hardware and access control devices that are susceptible to wear and abuse.  Consequently, these door assemblies
need to be inspected and tested on an annual basis, regardless of the occupant load being served.
In cases where the AHJ determines there is a distinct hazard to building occupant safety, the inspection requirements

of 7.2.1.15 should be applied to other exit access, exit, and exit discharge door assemblies.
The Committee Action does what the submitter requested but additionally makes editorial

fixes like removing excess capital letters.
The SAF-MEA committee encourages the occupancy chapter technical committees that require compliance with

7.2.1.15 to add requirements as appropriate for doors/locations other than those listed in 7.2.1.15.1. For example, some
occupancy chapters might want to address building perimeter exit doors that are not used on a regular basis and might
"rust shut" in their door frames.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-45     Log #169  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Jake Pauls, Jake Pauls Consulting Services

101-103
The variation in the horizontal projection of all nosings, other than existing nosings,

within each stair flight, including the projection of the landing nosing, shall not exceed 3/8 inch (9.5 mm) within each the
stair flight and, for other than existing nosings, shall not exceed 3/16 inch (4.8 mm) between adjacent nosings.

This goes half way to what I originally proposed in proposal 101-103 with regard to the 3/16-inch
criterion which NFPA has used for a long time for permitted variation between adjacent tread depths. Thus I have taken
a cue from the Committee's action except I have made it consistent with longstanding code conventions (e.g., a limited
"existing" exception). Moreover, the 3/16-inch criterion is easily accomplished as it is only applied to nosing projections
of a small size relative to tread depth. If a 3/16-inch criterion is good for uniformity of tread depths, then it is even better
for uniformity of nosing projections; moreover, we know, as set out in the original proposal, that consistency of nosing
projection is critical to safety. Finally, we need to keep in mind that we are dealing here with the NFPA codes, not those
of another organization in which stairway safety has not achieved the same importance as in the NFPA codes (an
importance that is thoroughly warranted, given the huge injury problem with stairs, especially ones with nonuniform
dimensions).
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-46     Log #178  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Manny Muniz, Lander, WY

101-114
Delete text to read as follows:

(3)  An alternate standard deemed equivalent and approved by the authority having jurisdiction.
The committee statement for rejection given in 101-109 Log #150 for not allowing an adhesive

standard to be approved by the AHJ is that “…the AHJ is not expected to have the expertise needed to judge whether a
test standard is adequate.”
An alternate to ASTM E2072 or to UL 1994 is certainly much more complicated than an adhesive standard and the

same rationale used to reject 101-109 Log #150 should be used to approve this proposal as the AHJ is not expected to
have the expertise needed to judge whether a test standard is equivalent to ASTM E2072 or to UL 1994.
Technical knowledge and understanding of test methodologies and the science of photometrics is something not

usually within the education and training of an AHJ. Both the ASTM E2072 and UL 1994 standards committees have
industry experts and representatives from users and the public which typically results in a well written and valid ASTM or
UL standard.
To specifically insert equivalency language from Section 1.4.3 into a section in chapter 7 is to invite and encourage

those with more regard for money than for safety to develop an alternate standard and take advantage of the local AHJ
who has little or no education or training in test standard development or the science of radioluminescence or
photoluminescence.  The value of requiring compliance with a specific test standard is that those test standards have
undergone rigorous review in accordance with established ASTM and UL procedures which are often ANSI accredited.
The equivalency language in Section 1.4.3 is sufficient for the purposes of the code and should not be repeated in
various sections of the code.
Having the AHJ review and approve alternate standards to ASTM E2072 and UL 1994 will only result in confusion in

the market place as you will invite companies of questionable integrity to develop their own “alternate standard”.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-47     Log #205  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Dave Frable, U.S. General Services Administration

101-115
Revise text to read as follows:

Exit enclosures where photoluminescent materials are installed shall be
continuously illuminated for at least 60 minutes prior to periods when the building is occupied. Lighting control devices
within an exit enclosure shall also meet the following requirements:
(1) Lighting control devices that automatically turn exit enclosure lighting on and off, based on occupancy, shall not be

installed unless it is used to turn on illumination for photoluminescent materials for at least 60 minutes prior to periods
when the building is occupied and then off when the building is unoccupied. Lighting used to charge photoluminescent
materials shall not be controlled by motion sensors.
(2) Lighting control devices that dim the lighting levels within the exit enclosure shall not be installed unless it provides

a minimum of 10.8 lux (1 ft-candle) of fluorescent illumination within the exit enclosure.
The intent of this comment is to permit lighting control devices that dim lighting levels within exit

enclosures that will not impact the charging and performance of the photoluminescent material.

Revise text to read as follows:
Exit enclosures where photoluminescent materials are installed

shall comply with all of the following:
(1) The exit enclosure shall be continuously illuminated for at least 60 minutes prior to periods when the building is

occupied.
(2) The illumination shall remain on when the building is occupied.
(3) Lighting control devices provided for illumination within the exit enclosure shall meet all of the following

requirements:
(a) Lighting control devices that automatically turn exit enclosure lighting on and off, based on occupancy, shall not be

installed be permitted provided they turn on illumination for charging photoluminescent materials for at least 60 minutes
prior to periods when the building is occupied

(b) Lighting used to charge photoluminescent materials shall not be controlled by motion sensors.
(c) Lighting control devices that dim the lighting levels within the exit enclosure shall not be installed unless they

provide a minimum of 1 ft-candle (10.8 lux) of illumination within the exit enclosure measured at the walking surface.
Delete the annex A.7.2.2.5.5.11 proposed at the ROP stage:

Motion sensing controls should not be used to manage the illumination of photoluminescent materials.
Timers that provide for a minimum 60 minutes of illumination prior to building occupancy are acceptable.

The Committee Action does what the submitter requested. It also adds an item (2) requiring
that the illumination remain on when the building is occupied as such requirement was absent from the
recommendation. The action deletes the words "and then off when the building is unoccupied" as it is not within the
purview of this Code to require that lights be turned off. The action adds the words "measured at the walking surface" to
clarify where the 1 ft-candle mesurement needs to be made on the stair and landings. The action clarifies that the annex
text prepared at the ROP stage is no longer needed.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-48     Log #204  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Dave Frable, U.S. General Services Administration

101-119
Revise text to read as follows:

Every smokeproof enclosure shall discharge into a public way, into a yard or court having direct access to a
public way, or into an exit passageway. Such exit passageways shall be without openings, other than the entrance to
the smokeproof enclosure and the door opening to the outside yard, court, or public way. The exit passageway shall be
separated from the remainder of the building by a 2-hour fire resistance rating.

The smokeproof enclosure shall be permitted to discharge through interior building areas on the level of exit
discharge provided that all the following criteria are met:
(1) The building shall be protected throughout by an approved, supervised automatic sprinkler system in accordance

with Section 9.7.
(2) The discharge from the smokeproof enclosure shall lead to a free and unobstructed way to an exterior exit, and

such way shall be readily visible and identifiable from the point of discharge from the smokeproof enclosure.
(3) Not more than 50 percent of the required number and capacity of exits shall discharge through interior building

areas in accordance with 7.7.2 on the level of exit discharge.
The intent of this comment is to provide clarification and consistency with Section 7.7.2.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-49     Log #187  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joshua Elvove, U.S. General Services Administration

101-119
Revise text to read as follows:

The smokeproof enclosure shall be permitted to discharge through areas on the level of exit discharge provided that all
the following criteria are met:
(1) The building shall be protected throughout by an approved, automatic sprinkler system in accordance with Section

9.7.
(2) The discharge from the smokeproof enclosure shall lead to a free and unobstructed way to an exterior exit, and

such way shall be readily visible and identifiable from the point of discharge from the smokeproof enclosure.
(3) Not more than 50 percent of the required number and capacity of exits from the smokeproof enclosure shall

discharge through areas on the level of exit discharge.
As written, it could be (mis)interpreted that the “required number and capacity of exits” apply to exits

serving the level of exit discharge when the intent is for this to only apply to the required number and capacity of exits
being served by the smokeproof enclosure. Proposed terminology attempts to clarify this.

Further revise new 7.2.3.5.2(3), from that shown in the Committee Action on Comment 101-48, as follows:
The smokeproof enclosure shall be permitted to discharge through interior building areas provided that all

the following criteria are met:
(1)  The building shall be protected throughout by an approved, supervised automatic sprinkler system in accordance

with Section 9.7.
(2)  The discharge from the smokeproof enclosure shall lead to a free and unobstructed way to an exterior exit, and

such way shall be readily visible and identifiable from the point of discharge from the smokeproof enclosure.
(3)  Not more than 50 percent of the required number and capacity of exits comprised of smokeproof enclosures shall

discharge through interior building areas in accordance with 7.7.2.
The action accomplishes what the submitter requested with words changed for clarity. Also,

the action is shown as an add-on to that of Comment 101-48 so that the reader can see the total effect of all changes to
the paragraph.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-50     Log #238  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-121
Revise text to read as follows:

Reconsider.
7.2.3.9.1.x A self resetting, appropriately rated and relieved damper that opens momentarily by activation of fire exit

hardware may be provided to momentarily relieve stairway pressurization forces to permit the door opening forces to set
the door in motion.

Text revised as per Committee Statement guidance. While good design obviates the need,
miscalculated designs require a working alternative to allow the building to enter service on time.

Again, the SAF-MEA committee believes that good design alleviates the need for such
requirement. NFPA 92A covers the proper design in sufficient detail.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-53     Log #199b  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Dave Frable, U.S. General Services Administration

101-133
Revise text to read as follows:

Portions of Table 7.3.1.2 not shown remain unchanged
Business Use (other than below) 150 (ft2 per person) 13.9 (m2 per person)
Concentrated usef - 100 (ft2 per person) 9.3 (m2 per person)
fFor example, telephone call centers

Several Technical Committee members raised a concern that revising the occupant load factor for
business occupancies from 100 ft2 per person to 150 ft2 per person has not take into consideration non-typical
commercial office building work settings such as "concentrated use" call centers. Therefore, I have attempted to address
this concern by including a separate condition for determining the occupant load factor for non-typical commercial office
building work settings (i.e., "concentrated use") that will remain at 100 ft2 per person. The term "concentrated use" has
been taken from the assembly use occupancy.

No further action required by SAF-MEA.
The SAF-MEA committee defers to the action of the SAF-MER committee just as it did at the

ROP stage.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-55     Log #203b  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Dave Frable, U.S. General Services Administration

101-134
Revise text to read as follows:

Portions of Table 7.3.1.2 not shown remain unchanged
Business Use (other than below) 150 (ft2 per person) 13.9 (m2 per person)
Concentrated usef - 100 ft2 per person) 9.3 (m2 per person)
fFor example, telephone call centers

Several Technical Committee members raised a concern that revising the occupant load factor for
business occupancies from 100 ft2 per person to 150 ft2 per person has not take into consideration non-typical
commercial office building work settings such as "concentrated use" call centers. Therefore, I have attempted to address
this concern by including a separate condition for determining the occupant load factor for non-typical commercial office
building work settings (i.e., "concentrated use") that will remain at 100 ft2 per person. The term "concentrated use" has
been taken from the assembly use occupancy.

No further action required by SAF-MEA.
The SAF-MEA committee defers to the action of the SAF-MER committee just as it did at the

ROP stage.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-57     Log #239b  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-133
Reconsider to Reject.

The substantiation is limited, US centric, and a statistically small sample. It will also require
reconsideration of single exit, common path, travel distance, and fire alarm thresholds based on occupant load.

The SAF-MEA committee defers to the SAF-MER committee on any action related to the
choice of occupant load factor for business use. See Committee Action by SAF-MER on Comments 101-56, -58, -60,
-62, -64, -66, and -68.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-59     Log #240b  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-134
Reconsider to Reject.

The substantiation is limited, US centric and a statistically small sample. It will also require
reconsideration of single exit, common path, travel distance, and fire alarm thresholds based on occupant load.

The SAF-MEA committee defers to the SAF-MER committee on any action related to the
choice of occupant load factor for business use. See Committee Action by SAF-MER on Comments 101-56, -58, -60,
-62, -64, -66, and -68.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-61     Log #276b  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-133
Reconsider to Reject.

The substantiation is limited, US centric, and a statistically small sample. It will also require
reconsideration of single exit, common path, travel distance, and fire alarm thresholds based on occupant load.

The SAF-MEA committee defers to the SAF-MER committee on any action related to the
choice of occupant load factor for business use. See Committee Action by SAF-MER on Comments 101-56, -58, -60,
-62, -64, -66, and -68.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-63     Log #280b  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-133
Reconsider to Reject.

The substantiation is limited, US centric, and a statistically small sample. It will also require
reconsideration of single exit, common path, travel distance, and fire alarm thresholds based on occupant load.

The SAF-MEA committee defers to the SAF-MER committee on any action related to the
choice of occupant load factor for business use. See Committee Action by SAF-MER on Comments 101-56, -58, -60,
-62, -64, -66, and -68.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-65     Log #281b  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-134
Reconsider to Reject.

The substantiation is limited, US centric, and a statistically small sample. It will also require
reconsideration of single exit, common path, travel distance, and fire alarm thresholds based on occupant load.

The SAF-MEA committee defers to the SAF-MER committee on any action related to the
choice of occupant load factor for business use. See Committee Action by SAF-MER on Comments 101-56, -58, -60,
-62, -64, -66, and -68.

12Printed on  10/15/2010



Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 101
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-67     Log #295b  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-133
Reconsider to Reject.

The substantiation is limited, US centric, and a statistically small sample. It will also require
reconsideration of single exit, common path, travel distance, and fire alarm thresholds based on occupant load.

The SAF-MEA committee defers to the SAF-MER committee on any action related to the
choice of occupant load factor for business use. See Committee Action by SAF-MER on Comments 101-56, -58, -60,
-62, -64, -66, and -68.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-69     Log #296b  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-134
Reconsider to Reject.

The substantiation is limited, US centric and a statistically small sample. It will also require
reconsideration of single exit, common path, travel distance, and fire alarm thresholds based on occupant load.

The SAF-MEA committee defers to the SAF-MER committee on any action related to the
choice of occupant load factor for business use. See Committee Action by SAF-MER on Comments 101-56, -58, -60,
-62, -64, -66, and -68.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-70     Log #241  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-137
Revise text to read as follows:

7.4.1.6.3 Doors separating the elevator lobbies constructed as Areas of Refuge from the exit access. .
Reconsider.

Wording changed to reflect the original intent of the proposal to construct elevator lobbies subject to
locking, with the safeguards required for Areas of Refuge because of the similarity of application.

The new restriction would be limiting yet no substantiation for such has been presented. Also,
the provisions of 7.4.1.6 are not the appropriate place to add another criterion related to lobby door locking. Such
requirement, if technically justified, should be added to the 15 criteria in 7.2.1.6.3.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-71     Log #282  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-137
Reconsider.

Wording changed to reflect the original intent of the proposal to construct elevator lobbies subject to
locking, with the safeguards required for Areas of Refuge because of the similarity of application.

See Committee Statement for Rejection of Comment 101-70.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-72     Log #297  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-137
Reconsider.

7.4.1.6.3 Doors separating the elevator lobbies constructed as Areas of Refuge from the exit access.
Wording changed to reflect the original intent of the proposal to construct elevator lobbies subject to

locking, with the safeguards required for Areas of Refuge because of the similarity of application.

See Committee Statement for Rejection of Comment 101-70.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-73     Log #242  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-139
Add text to read as follows:

Reconsider.
7.5.2.1 “room, elevator lobbies or other rooms or spaces subject to locking. . .

Although the present text includes “other rooms or spaces subject to locking,” elevator lobbies are a
new addition that is different from the presently listed examples. Adding elevator lobbies to the list serves the user by
alerting them to the change.

If such space is subject to locking it is already addressed by the text of 7.5.2.1. Not all elevator
lobbies are subject to locking. Again, the submitter has provided no substantiation to demonstrate the need for the new
text that would have the effect of prohibiting exit access to pass through an elevator lobby.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-74     Log #283  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-139
Reconsider.

7.5.2.1 “room, elevator lobbies or other rooms or spaces subject to locking. . .
Although the present text includes “other rooms or spaces subject to locking,” elevator lobbies are a

new addition that is different from the presently listed examples. Adding elevator lobbies to the list serves the user by
alerting them to the change.

See Committee Statement for Rejection of Comment 101-73.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-75     Log #298  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-139
New text to read as follows:

Reconsider.
7.5.2.1 “room, elevator lobbies or other rooms or spaces subject to locking...".

Although the present text includes “other rooms or spaces subject to locking,” elevator lobbies are a
new addition that is different from the presently listed examples. Adding elevator lobbies to the list serves the user by
alerting them to the change.

See Committee Statement for Rejection of Comment 101-73.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-76     Log #131  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James K. Lathrop, Koffel Associates, Inc.

101-140
Revise text to read as follows:

Yards, courts, open spaces, or other portions of the exit discharge shall be of the required width and size and
protected to provide all occupants with a safe access to a public way.

This is to give the committee a second opportunity to close this loop-hole in the Code. The
requirement only address the size of the exit discharge not any potential needed protection. If one goes out a glass door
and walks down a glass lined aisle to get outside is that really the exit discharge?  “Width” has been recommended for
deletion as it is included within size. “a” has been deleted as it is unnecessary.

The term "protected" is not defined. Also, the submitter has not substantiated making such
protection requirement applicable to all exit discharge arrangements.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-77     Log #105a  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Chad E. Beebe, American Society for Healthcare Engineering

101-141
Add text to read as follows:

Reconsider proposal 101-141 by the MEA committee as well as the HEA committee as modified below:
The requirement of 7.7.1 shall not apply to exterior exit discharge as otherwise provided in 7.7.7.

Where approved by the authority having jurisdiction, exits in healthcare facilities shall be
permitted to discharge to safe dispersal areas
provided:

(1) The safe dispersal area shall be large enough to accommodate 50 square feet per person
(2) The safe dispersal area shall be protected from other hazards such as traffic and severe flooding.

The 50 s.f. has been used for many years under other model codes. The AHJ doesn’t really have the
authority to allow the exit discharge to stop short of the public way since the code requires the exit discharge to go to the
public way. This is particularly problematic in healthcare where critical access hospitals or rural hospitals are remotely
located and often would have to provide the means of egress for ½ to a mile away. The intent of the code should be to
get occupants to a safe distance from the building. This is also an area of great concern when you need to keep control
of patients, either with mental disabilities or requiring acute care, to expect them to have to travel a half mile is
impractical.

Make no changes to Chapter 7, Means of Egress.
The provision is unique to health care occupancies and its detailed criteria do not belong in

Chapter 7, Means of Egress. The SAF-MEA committee is not opposed to SAF-HEA revising current 7.7.1.4 to reference
any deviation that is placed within the health care occupancy chapters, just as is currently done for detention and
correctional occupancies.
If SAF-HEA wants to pursue the issue of safe dispersal areas, SAF-HEA points it to 22.2.7.1 and 22.2.7.2 for model

text as such language exists in the detention/correctional chapters. SAF-MEA notes that the submitter's
recommendation is lacking any minimum distance from building. The detention/correctional occupancy chapters use a
50-ft criterion.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-79     Log #164  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Max Hauth, Hauth Health Care Consultants, Inc.

101-141, 101-242, 101-243
Add text to read as follows:

Paved exit with illumination to public way.
I support the change. The problem is what is a safe distance to be from a facility.  Different authorities

have different opinions that have led to repeat cites.

The SAF-MEA committee is unclear as to what the submitter is requesting. What/how is the
text to be added? The proposed text is not a sentence.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-79a     Log #CC100  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Means of Egress,

101-141
Revise 7.7.1.4 as follows:

Means of egress shall be permitted to terminate in an exterior area of refuge for detention and correctional
occupancies as otherwise provided in Chapters 22 and 23.

The term "area of refuge" has specific meaning in the Code. As used in 7.7.1.4, it is not meant to have
the formal meaning. The term "exterior area" better defines the intent of the provision.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-80     Log #CC6  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Means of Egress,

101-119
Revise 7.7.2 as follows:

Exits shall be permitted to
discharge through interior building areas provided that all of the following are met:
(1) Not more than 50 percent of the required number of exits, and not more than 50 percent of the required egress
capacity, shall discharge through areas on any the level of exit discharge, except as otherwise permitted by one of the
following: in 7.7.2.1 and 7.7.2.2 and provided that the criteria of 7.7.2.3 through 7.7.2.7 also are met.

(a) One hundred percent of the exits shall be permitted to discharge through areas on any the level of exit
discharge in detention and correctional occupancies as otherwise provided in Chapters 22 and 23.

(b) In existing buildings, the 50 percent limit on egress capacity shall not apply if the 50 percent limit on the
required number of exits is met.
(2) Each level of discharge shall discharge directly outside at the finished ground level, or discharge directly outside and
provide access to the finished ground level by outside stairs or outside ramps.
(3) The interior exit discharge specified in 7.7.2 shall lead to a free and unobstructed way to the exterior of the
building, and such way shall be readily visible and identifiable from the point of discharge from the exit.
(4) The interior exit discharge shall be protected by one of the following methods:

(a) The level of discharge shall be protected throughout by an approved automatic sprinkler system in accordance
with Section 9.7, or the portion of the level of discharge used for interior exit discharge shall be protected by an
approved automatic sprinkler system in accordance with Section 9.7 and shall be separated from the nonsprinklered
portion of the floor by fire barriers with a fire resistance rating meeting the requirements for the enclosure of exits. (

.)
(b) The requirement of 7.7.2.4 shall not apply where the The interior exit discharge area shall be in is a

vestibule or foyer that meets all of the following criteria:
(i) The depth from the exterior of the building shall be not more than 10 ft (3050 mm), and the length shall be not

more than 30 ft (9140 mm).
(ii) The foyer shall be separated from the remainder of the level of discharge by construction providing protection

not less than the equivalent of wired glass in steel frames.

(iii) The foyer shall serve only as means of egress and shall include an exit directly to the outside.
(5) The entire area on the level of discharge shall be separated from areas below by construction having a fire
resistance rating not less than that required for the exit enclosure, unless otherwise provided in 7.7.2(6) 7.7.2.7.
(6) Levels below the level of discharge in an atrium shall be permitted to be open to the level of discharge
where such level of discharge is protected in accordance with 8.6.7.

The proposed revisions to the text of 7.7.2 are the subject of Proposed TIA 993 which is being
processed as the committee prepares for its ROC meeting. The definition of "level of exit discharge" permits a building
to have only one level of exit discharge. The changes are needed to recognize that interior exit discharge can be safely
accomplished from any discharge level provided that the criteria of 7.7.2 are met, not from just the level of exit
discharge.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-81     Log #202  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Dave Frable, U.S. General Services Administration

101-119
Revise text to read as follows:

Exits shall be permitted to
discharge through interior building areas provided that all of the following are met:
(1) Not more than 50 percent of the required number of exits, and not more than 50 percent of the required egress

capacity, shall discharge through areas on any the level of exit-discharge, except as otherwise permitted by one of the
following: in 7.7.2.1 and 7.7.2.2 and provided that the criteria of 7.7.2.3 through 7.7.2.7 also are met.
(a) One hundred percent of the exits shall be permitted to discharge through areas on any the level of exit

discharge in detention and correctional occupancies as otherwise provided in Chapters 22 and 23.
(b) In existing buildings, the 50 percent limit on egress capacity shall not apply if the 50 percent limit on the

required number of exits is met.
(2) Each level of discharge shall discharge directly outside at the finished ground level, or discharge directly outside

and provide access to the finished ground level by outside stairs or outside ramps.
(3) The An exit that discharges through interior building areas discharge specified in 7.7.2 shall lead to a free

and unobstructed way to the exterior of the building, and such way shall be readily visible and identifiable from the point
of discharge from the exit.
(4) An exit that discharges through interior building areas shall be protected by one of the following methods:
(a) The level of discharge shall be protected throughout by an approved automatic sprinkler system in accordance with

Section 9.7, or the portion of the level of discharge used for an exit that discharges through interior building areas
discharge shall be protected by an approved automatic sprinkler system in accordance with Section 9.7 and shall be
separated from the nonsprinklered portion of the floor by fire barriers with a fire resistance rating meeting the
requirements for the enclosure of exits. 7.1.3.2.1.)
(b) The requirement of 7.7.2.4 shall not apply where the The interior building area where the exit discharges

area shall be in is a vestibule or foyer that meets all of the following criteria:
(i) The depth from the exterior of the building shall be not more than 10ft (3050 mm), and the length shall be not more

than 30 ft (9140 mm).
(ii) The foyer shall be separated from the remainder of the level of discharge by construction providing protection not

less than the equivalent of wired glass in steel frames.
(iii) The foyer shall serve only as means of egress and shall include an exit directly to the outside.
(5) The entire area on the level of discharge shall be separated from areas below by construction having a fire

resistance rating not less than that required for the exit enclosure, unless otherwise provided in 7.7.2(6) 7.7.2.7
(6) Levels below the level of discharge in an atrium shall be permitted to be open to the level of discharge

where such level of discharge is protected in accordance with 8.6.7.
Per the current NFPA 101 requirements, a building cannot have more than 1 level of exit discharge.

The intent of this comment is to address situations when a building is located on a sloped site and that has more than 1
level of exit discharge that discharge onto 2 separate levels. This comment would permit the exit stairs to discharge onto
multiple levels if it meets one of the requirements within the 50% rule for exit discharge. It is my opinion that this
comment will not create an undue risk to building occupants. I also believe it will provide more design flexibility and
would recognize that a building may have more than 1 level of exit discharge, and therefore should be acceptable, if it is
protected by one of the required protection schemes. This comment is consistent with the actions taken by the Technical
Committee on ROP comment 101-119.

See Comment 101-80.
The term "interior exit discharge" as used in Comment 101-80 works adequately. The text

accepted comes from the TIA that was processed and it addresses the technical details to the degree needed.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-82     Log #186  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joshua Elvove, U.S. General Services Administration

101-145
Revise text to read as follows:

The exit discharge shall be arranged and marked to make clear the direction of egress to a public way.
Stairs or ramps shall be arranged so as to make clear the direction of egress from the exit discharge to a public

way.
Stairs or ramps that continue more than one-half story beyond the level of exit discharge shall be provided

with a means to prevent or dissuade occupants from passing by the level of exit discharge.
Revise the new annex note to 7.7.3.2 (7.7.3.4) as follows:

Examples include partitions and gates. The design should not obstruct the normal flow of occupants to the
exit discharge. Signs, graphics or pictograms, including tactile types may be permitted for existing exit enclosures where
partitions or gates would obstruct the normal flow of occupants to the exit discharge.

There are five changes proposed. First, in accordance with the manual of style, the three distinct
provisions currently within 7.7.3.2 have been broken out into three separate requirements. Second, “or ramps” has been
added wherever the term “stairs” has been used to ensure these requirements are also applied to ramps. Third, the
defined term “level of exit discharge” has been removed to ensure that the requirement for creating a means to prevent
occupants from continuing beyond an exit discharge that is not located on the level of exit discharge is not incorrectly
applied. As written, if a stair happens to discharge to the building exterior at the basement level, when the basement is
not the “level of exit discharge” it could be construed that a barrier needs to be constructed on the first floor, which would
potentially prevent occupants from reaching the exit discharge (i.e., the intent should be to prevent occupants from
passing whatever story happens to contain the discharge for a stair, not just the “level of exit discharge”). Fourth, the
term “dissuade” occupants has been added because certain means may not be able to “prevent” occupants from
passing the level of discharge (e.g,. signs). Finally, though gates and partitions could be constructed so not to interfere
with normal egress within a new exit stair enclosure, neither may be practical to use in many existing exit enclosures as
they could create a greater hazard. Signage should therefore be permitted to be used for existing enclosures. The two
sentences have been relocated as they actually apply to exit enclosures, not exit discharges. Note: another change to
consider, but not included in this comment, have been proposed to move new 7.7.3.3 and 7.7.3.4 into 7.1.3.2 as new
7.1.3.2.4 and 7.1.3.2.5, since in reality, these are not exit discharge issues, but issues that pertain to arrangement and
marking of stair enclosures.

Further revise 7.7.3.2, from what is in the current edition but modified by ROP Proposal 101-145, as follows:
The exit discharge shall be arranged and marked to make clear the direction of egress to a public way.
Stairs and ramps shall be arranged so as to make clear the direction of egress travel from the exit discharge to

a public way.
Stairs and ramps that continue more than one-half story beyond the level of exit discharge shall be provided

with an approved means to prevent or dissuade occupants from traveling past the level of exit discharge during
emergency building evacuation.

Examples include partitions and gates. The design should not obstruct the normal flow movement of
occupants to the exit discharge. Signs, graphics or pictograms, including tactile types, may be permitted for existing exit
enclosures where partitions or gates would obstruct the normal movement of occupants to the exit discharge.

The Committee Action does what the submitter requested but also shows the text adopted by
ROP Proposal 101-145 so the reader can see all the text in one place.

20Printed on  10/15/2010



Report on Comments  –  June 2011 NFPA 101
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-83     Log #227  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Masoud Sabounchi, Advanced Consulting Engineers, Inc.

101-145
Revise 7.7.3.2 by adding next text as follows:

The exit discharge shall be arranged and marked to make clear the direction of egress to a public way. Stairs
shall be arranged so as to make clear the direction of egress to a public way. Stairs that continue more than one-half
story beyond the level of exit discharge shall be provided with a means to prevent occupants from passing by the level
of exit discharge.

A means to prevent occupants from continuing into levels below the level of exit discharge shall not be
required where the exit enclosure extends below the level of exit discharge and continues via an exit passageway to an
exit door directly at the finished ground level.
Add new A.7.7.3.2

The intent of this section is to prevent occupants from continuing  into levels below and potentially leaving
the exit enclosure at a lower level in search of another exit such as a stair which would then take them back up to the
level of exit discharge.  There would be no need for a means to prevent occupants from passing the level of exit
discharge where the discharge from a stair enclosure occurs below the level of exit discharge and leads to an exterior
exit door in a protected enclosure.

The intent of section 7.7.3.3 is to prevent occupants from leaving the exit enclosure, enter the lower
level to find another exit stair that takes them back up to the level of exit discharge. Site topography may not allow exit
enclosures to discharge at the level of exit discharge and where occupants remain in a protected exit enclosure and
passageway and do not exit at the level of exit discharge there would not be a need to install a barrier. This exit
arrangement should not be prohibited as occupants remain in a safe and protected environment until reaching the
exterior exit door.

See Committee Action on Comment 101-82.
The action on the referenced comment addresses the subject adequately.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-84     Log #284  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-153
Reconsider.

7.9.2.3.x Required illumination emergency lighting shall be arranged so that the failure of any single lamp does not
result in an illumination level of less than 0.2 foot-candle at the floor level.

Proposal requires performance of emergency lighting to match 7.8.1.4.4 egress illumination.

The 0.2 ft-candle criterion recommended by the submitter is more stringent than the minimum
0.1 ft-candle required for emergency lighting prior to the time that a bulb burns out.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-85     Log #299  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Ignatius Kapalczynski, CT Office of State Fire Marshal

101-153
Revise text to read as follows:

Reconsider.
7.9.2.3.x Required illumination emergency lighting shall be arranged so that the failure of any single lamp does not

result in an illumination level of less than 0.2 foot-candle at the floor level.
Proposal requires performance of emergency lighting to match 7.8.1.4.4 egress illumination.

The 0.2 ft-candle criterion recommended by the submitter is more stringent than the minimum
0.1 ft-candle required for emergency lighting prior to the time that a bulb burns out.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-86     Log #163  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Max Hauth, Hauth Health Care Consultants, Inc.

101-157
Revise text to read as follows:

Test of emergency lighting system (support).
Note that additional testing requirements are found in NFPA 99.

The SAF-MEA committee notes that the commenter seems to be in support of ROP Proposal
101-157 but provided no technical substantiation to convince the committee to change its earlier action.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-87     Log #103  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Jon Nisja, Northcentral Regional Fire Code Development Committee

101-160
Revise to read:

A minimum of two remotely located means of egress with a maximum travel distance of 400 ft shall be
provided within the normally unoccupied building service equipment support area where the normally unoccupied area
exceeds 45,000 ft2 (4180 m2) in buildings not protected throughout by an approved, supervised automatic sprinkler
system in accordance with 9.7.1.1(1).

A minimum of two remotely located means of egress with a maximum travel distance of 500 ft shall be
provided within the normally unoccupied building service equipment support area where the normally unoccupied area
exceeds 90,000 ft2 (8370 m2) in buildings protected throughout by an approved, supervised automatic sprinkler system
in accordance with 9.7.1.1(1).

The size of the room is extremely large to only require two means of egress. The format also does not
follow all the occupancy chapters which also require some travel distance to exits. We have proposed the addition of a
minimum of two means of egress based on a longer travel distance for consistency with the rest of the code. We agree
with the negative of Mr. Lathrop that this section needs work.

The term "Normally Unoccupied Building Service Equipment Support Area" is defined and the
associated annex has been expanded by the action on Comment 101-16 so that such spaces are both low risk and low
occupancy. The submitter has not provided technical substantiation to impose a requirement that would be impractical
to meet for tunnels and similar situations.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-88     Log #132  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
James K. Lathrop, Koffel Associates, Inc.

101-160
Reject Proposal 101-160.

This attempt to address normally unoccupied areas has again fallen very short of the mark. It fails for
numerous reasons, but let’s address the two main ones. If the areas are truly normally unoccupied as envisioned in the
definition submitted by Savannah River, then the provisions are probably too strict. Even in large areas one must often
have to climb over and under items and in smaller areas there is no regulation. Unfortunately this is made worse by a
poor definition for the type of area. The committee needs to better address the definition (we really are talking about 2
different types of areas), and then provide comprehensive exemptions from the Chapter 7 provisions that really address
the problems (head room, floor surface, common paths of travel, illumination, emergency lighting, signage, etc). For
many types of spaces the area allowed with NO egress requirements is excessive.

The term "Normally Unoccupied Building Service Equipment Support Area" is defined and the
associated annex has been expanded by the action on Comment 101-16 so that spaces about which the submitter has
concerns will not qualify for use of new Section 7.13.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-312     Log #170  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Jake Pauls, Jake Pauls Consulting Services

101-103
Revise text to read as follows:

A relatively common error in much home stair construction and, more rarely, in other stair construction is a
failure to make the landing nosing projection consistent with the projection of all other nosings in the stair flight.  (Such
an error can easily occur if the stair flight is installed as a prefabricated unit and the unit includes nosing projections.)
This heightens the risk of an overstepping misstep, at the second or third step down, by a descending person.  The
following check is appropriate to check dimensional and nosing alignment.
A fairly reliable test of step dimension uniformity is the crouch and sight test in which the inspector crouches on the

landing above a flight to confirm that all of the nosings, including the landing nosing, line up. Unless there is a rare
matched variation in the height of a step riser and in the tread depth, both proportionally larger or smaller than other
steps in the flight - such that the inter-nosing slope or pitch is maintained consistent in the flight, the visual alignment of
the nosings in the crouch and sight test will indicate dimensional uniformity. Thus, as a first task in any stair inspection,
the crouch and sight test should be routinely performed. If the stair does not pass this visual test, careful measurements
performed in accordance with 7.2.2.3.5 are essential. If the stair appears to pass this test indicating the inter-nosing
slope or pitch is consistent, a prudent second, quick test is to measure the inter-nosing distances for each step to
confirm their consistency.
Step dimensions or their uniformity should not be made by simply laying a measuring tape or stick on the tread or

against the riser.  Such measurements may be misleading and erroneous relative to the criteria set out in 7.2.2.3.5.
particularly if nosing projections are not uniform (as addressed in 7.2.2.3.6.5), if treads slope. or if the slopes vary within
a stair flight.

While my original proposal was accused (without justification) as "severe" or "extreme," this can hardly
be claimed for the wording that Committee member Peacock suggested in his Affirmative Ballot comment. Thus,
stressing again the importance of guidance on this centrally important stair safety issue, I now propose the formal
adoption of Mr. Peacock's suggested language for the Annex.

Further revise annex A.7.2.2.3.6, from that created in the Committee Action on ROP Proposal 101-013, as follows
A relatively common error in much home stair construction and, more rarely, in other stair construction is a

failure to make the landing nosing projection consistent with the projection of all other nosings in the stair flight.  Such an
error can easily occur if the stair flight is installed as a prefabricated unit where the top landing does not have a
comparable nosing and the unit includes nosing projections.  This heightens the risk of an overstepping misstep, at the
second or third step down, by a descending person.
A fairly reliable test of step dimension uniformity is the crouch and sight test in which the inspector crouches on the

landing above a flight to confirm that all of the nosings, including the landing nosing, line up. Unless there is a rare
matched variation in the height of a step riser and in the tread depth, both proportionally larger or smaller than other
steps in the flight - such that the inter-nosing slope or pitch is maintained consistent in the flight, the visual alignment of
the nosings in the crouch and sight test will indicate dimensional uniformity. Thus, as a first task in any stair inspection,
the crouch and sight test should be routinely performed. If the stair does not pass this visual test, careful measurements
performed in accordance with 7.2.2.3.5 are essential. If the stair appears to pass this test indicating the inter-nosing
slope or pitch is consistent, a prudent second, quick test is to measure the inter-nosing distances for each step to
confirm their consistency.
Step dimensions or their uniformity should not be made by simply laying a measuring tape or stick on the tread or

against the riser.  Such measurements may be misleading and erroneous relative to the criteria set out in 7.2.2.3.5,
particularly if nosing projections are not uniform (as addressed in 7.2.2.3.6.5), if treads slope. or if the slopes vary within
a stair flight.

The committee action does what the submitter requested but clarifies the potential problem
with prefabricated stair flights by adding the words: "where the top landing does not have a comparable nosing" and the
unit includes nosing projections.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-313     Log #185  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Joshua Elvove, U.S. General Services Administration

101-158
Add new text to read as follows:

Access to exits shall be marked by approved, readily visible signs in all cases where the exit or way to
reach the exit is not readily apparent to the occupants.

Example of where exit access signs are not required include exit access doors that are in addition to the
required number of exit access doors needed for egress purposes or doors from rooms that only serve occupants who
are familiar with building evacuation procedures and/or responsible for the safe evacuation of others (e.g., detention and
correctional occupancies, portions of health care occupancies serving patients who are incapable of self-preservation or
industrial facilities).

In its decision to reject my original proposal, the committee indicated that existing code language was
sufficient. Though that appear to be so, there still is a proliferation of exit access signs where clearly not required.
Therefore, an annex note has been suggested instead, that attempts to provide some guidance where exit access signs
may not be needed. These are only a few examples of locations where signs have been installed needlessly.

The submitter's proposed annex text narrows the list of doors that the AHJ might exempt from
signage. Therefore, the proposed annex text might hurt more than help. Also, the proposed text might make the user
think that all required exit access doors need signage.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-321     Log #211  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
High Rise Building Safety Advisory Committee,

101-418
Reject proposal 101-418.

This public comment was prepared by the NFPA High-Rise Building Safety Advisory Committee
(HRB-SAC). The HRB-SAC members are:

HRB-SAC is an advisory committee established by the NFPA Standards Council to advise the association, and
especially the association’s technical committees, on all safety issues related to high-rise buildings. This public comment
is in reaction to the action taken in the ROP.
The HRB-SAC committee recommends rejecting the proposal to include requirements for occupant controlled

elevators for evacuation prior to Phase I Recall in the body of the Code, but does support the language remaining in the
Annex of the Code. The American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) currently has an expert committee formed
that is tasked with the research and development of requirements for occupant controlled elevators for evacuation and
this committee has not yet completed its work. Including these requirements would be premature and rushed.  Occupant
safety could be at risk if we are placing requirements into the Code that have not yet been fully developed or tested. The
ASME Task Group Hazard Analysis on Elevator Evacuation in an Emergency, Note 3 Section 3 from the May 2010
meeting agenda states that “corrective actions involving occupant behavior should be evaluated with representative
population before codifying”.
Elevators for occupant evacuation have not been tested under actual emergency conditions so we cannot yet predict

the behavior of occupants when offered elevators for evacuation in various emergency conditions. There has not yet
been enough work completed with regards to the elevators prioritizing floors to pick up occupants, handing the demand
of occupants trying to evacuate during emergency conditions, training occupants to use the elevators, capacity of
elevators, or the mechanical and computer systems needed to support the operation and efficiency of these elevators
during evacuation. At this time the language is not appropriate for the body of the code and should be retained in Annex
B. The committee is very much in support of the concept of elevators for occupant evacuation but the material is not
ready for inclusion in the body of the Code at this time. The committee looks forward to the future development of this
topic.
Following the meeting at which HRB-SAC prepared this public comment, it was letter balloted by HRB-SAC. The ballot

results follow:
HRBSAC Ballot Results for This Comment
Agree - 8
Agree with Comment - 0
Disagree - 0
Abstain - 0
Not Returned -2 (Nilles, Pratt)
Total – 10

The substantiation uses a comment, from the ASME elevator emergency use task group, out
of context. The ASME task group's comment, relative "corrective actions involving occupant behavior" needing to be
evaluated, was made in reference to new elevator technology that will perform automatic dispatching of elevators to the
fire floor and adjacent floors. The system addressed in current Annex B, that is to be moved into Chapter 7, deals only
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with existing technology. The move is not premature. No group has come forward with funding for human factors
analysis and  such money is not promised for the near future. There is insufficient substantiation to hold up the move of
Annex B to Chapter 7.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-322     Log #212  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
High Rise Building Safety Advisory Committee,

101-424
Revise text as follows:

The size of lobbies serving multiple banks of elevators shall be exempt from the requirement of B.8.2.1(1)
provided the area of such lobbies is approved on an individual basis and is consistent with the building’s fire safety and
evacuation plan emergency plan.

This public comment was prepared by the NFPA High-Rise Building Safety Advisory Committee
(HRB-SAC). The HRB-SAC members are:

HRB-SAC is an advisory committee established by the NFPA Standards Council to advise the association, and
especially the association’s technical committees, on all safety issues related to high-rise buildings. This public comment
is in reaction to the action taken in the ROP.
The term “fire safety and evacuation plan” as accepted in Proposal 101-424 is not used throughout the Code. To be

consistent with terminology and requirements for emergency plans in Chapter 4, the text should be corrected to
reference the building’s “emergency plan”.
Following the meeting at which HRB-SAC prepared this public comment, it was letter balloted by HRB-SAC. The ballot

results follow:
HRBSAC Ballot Results for This Comment
Agree - 8
Agree with Comment - 0
Disagree - 0
Abstain - 0
Not Returned -2 (Nilles, Pratt)
Total – 10

Further revise text, from what is shown in ROP Proposal 101-418a, as follows:
An evacuation emergency plan approved by the authority having jurisdiction shall be implemented,

specifically including the procedures for occupant evacuation using the exit stairs and the occupant evacuation
elevators.

Building occupants have traditionally been taught not to use elevators in fire or similar emergencies. The
evacuation emergency plan should include more than notification that the elevators can be used for emergency
evacuation. The plan should include training to make occupants aware that the elevators will be available only for the
period of time prior to elevator recall via smoke detection in the elevator lobby, machine room, or hoistway. Occupants
should be prepared to use the exit stairs (which are required to be directly accessible from the elevator lobby by
7.14.8.3) where the elevator has been called out of service.
Further revise text, from what is shown in ROP Proposal 101-424, as follows:

The size of lobbies serving multiple banks of elevators shall be exempt from the requirement of B.8.2.1(1)
7.14.8.2.1(1) provided the area of such lobbies is approved on an individual basis and is consistent with the building’s
fire safety and evacuation emergency plan.

The committee action does what HRBSAC recommended but additionally makes the same
change in two other locations for consistency.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-323     Log #200  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Dave Frable, U.S. General Services Administration

101-425
Revise text to read as follows:

An method to prevent water from infiltrating into the hoistway enclosure from the operation of the
automatic sprinkler system outside the enclosed occupant evacuation elevator lobby shall be provided. The occupant
evacuation shaft system shall be protected from water infiltration by one of the following methods:
(1) The shaft system perimeter walls and opening protectives, other than the elevator lobby doors, shall be constructed

such that an accumulation of water to a depth of 2 in. (51 mm) on the side of the wall not within the occupant evacuation
shaft system shall be prevented from entering the shaft system.
(2) Drains shall be installed to manage the flow of two fire department hoses and three fire sprinklers concurrently

discharging such that water does not enter the shaft system.
Note: This performance language will permit alternate design options to provide a means to prevent water from an

operating sprinkler system from infiltrating into the hoistway enclosure. For example, such approved means could
include: drains, sloping floor, etc. The objective of the water protection is to limit water being discharged from sprinklers
operating on the floor of fire origin from entering the lobby and flowing under the landing doors and down the hoistway
where it might interfere with safety controls that are normally located on the front of the elevator car. A small flow of
water (of the order of the flow from a single sprinkler) will usually be diverted by the landing doorway nose plate to the
sides of the opening where it can do little harm. The protection is intended to protect from sprinklers outside the lobby
since the activation of sprinklers in the lobby would be expected to be proceeded by activation of the lobby smoke
detector and recall of the elevators.
Water protection can be achieved in any of several ways. Listed be below are a few examples, which should be

effective in keeping the water flow from a sprinkler into a lobby to a minimum.
1. A raised lip (approximately 1 inch or 25 mm),
2. a sloped floor and a floor drain sized to accommodate the flow of a sprinkler outside the lobby, or
3. sealing the sill plates and baseboards on both sides of the lobby partitions,

The intent of this code change proposal is to provide performance language that will permit alternate
design options to provide a means to prevent water from an operating sprinkler system from infiltrating into the hoistway
enclosure. For example, such approved means could include: drains, sloping floor, etc. It is my opinion that the current
prescriptive language has not been technically justified or has shown that they are equivalent in attempting to achive the
same objective. For example, designing and installing perimeter drains to manage the flow of two fire department hoses
and three fire sprinklers concurrently or designing an enclosure around the shaft system such that an accumulation of
water to a depth of 2 inches does not enter the shaft system. What size fire hoses? Why 2 inches of water
accumulation? I believe the proposed performance language addresses the main objective to prevent water from an
operating sprinkler system from infiltrating into the shaft enclosure by permitting alternative design options.

Further revise text, from what is shown in ROP Proposal 101-418a, as follows:
An approved method to prevent water from infiltrating into the hoistway enclosure from the operation

of the automatic sprinkler system outside the enclosed occupant evacuation elevator lobby shall be provided. The
occupant evacuation shaft system shall be protected from water infiltration by one of the following methods:
(1) The shaft system perimeter walls and opening protectives, other than the elevator lobby doors, shall be constructed

such that an accumulation of water to a depth of 2 in. (51 mm) on the side of the wall not within the occupant evacuation
shaft system shall be prevented from entering the shaft system.
(2) Drains shall be installed to manage the flow of two fire department hoses and three fire sprinklers concurrently

discharging such that water does not enter the shaft system.
The performance-based language of 7.14.8.6 permits alternate design options to prevent water from an

operating sprinkler system from infiltrating the hoistway enclosure. For example, such approved means might include
drains and sloping the floor. The objective of the water protection requirement is to limit water discharged from sprinklers
operating on the floor of fire origin from entering the hoistway, as it might by flowing into the lobby and under the landing
doors, interfering with safety controls normally located on the front of the elevator car. A small flow of water (of the order
of the flow from a single sprinkler) should be able to be diverted by the landing doorway nose plate to the sides of the
opening where it can do little harm. The requirement is intended to protect from water from sprinklers outside the
elevator lobby since the activation of sprinklers in the lobby would be expected to be preceded by activation of the lobby
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smoke detector which recalls the elevators.
Water protection can be achieved in any of several ways. Mitigation features that should be effective in keeping the

water flow from a sprinkler out of the hoistway include the following:
1. A raised lip in accordance with 7.1.6.2 and a floor drain
2. A sloped floor and a floor drain
3. Sealed sill plates and baseboards on both sides of the lobby partitions and along the perimeter of the hoistway shaft

The Committee Action does what the submitter requested, with editorial revision. The action
also revises the mitigation technique examples to pair floor drains with the raised lip; equate the raised lip height and
bevel to the requirements of 7.2.1.6.2; and indicate that where sealed sill plates and baseboards are used, the
protection should include the perimeter of the hoistway shaft.
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_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-324     Log #210  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
High Rise Building Safety Advisory Committee,

101-428
Accept proposal 101-428 to delete Annex C.

This public comment was prepared by the NFPA High-Rise Building Safety Advisory Committee
(HRB-SAC). The HRB-SAC members are:

HRB-SAC is an advisory committee established by the NFPA Standards Council to advise the association, and
especially the association’s technical committees, on all safety issues related to high-rise buildings. This public comment
is in reaction to the action taken in the ROP.
It is the opinion of the High Rise Building Safety Advisory Committee that Annex C on Supplemental Evacuation

Equipment should be deleted.  There are multiple reasons to support this deletion from the Code.
First, the equipment addressed by Annex C is still lacking the proper credibility and safety to offer to occupants as an

evacuation method. ASTM currently produces standards addressing this equipment and the acceptance criteria should
remain with ASTM and not NFPA. This language does not belong in the body of the Code as it should not replace, nor
reduce the effort to further develop requirements for improved stairs and elevators for occupant evacuation. The text
should be deleted from the Annex because it implies credibility and usefulness which HRB-SAC does not think exists.
The concern about safe systems can be dealt with via the ASTM process and therefore it need not be in an NFPA
document.
In addition, there are many flaws in these supplemental evacuation systems. They are designed for traditional vertical

buildings but do not address new building designs which are often not appropriate for the operation of these systems.
The systems may be located outside of buildings but have not been designed for all weather conditions.  There are
additional concerns with the maintenance of systems which have not been addressed and may require additional
resources to maintain the systems in working order. Some supplemental equipment require operable windows  which
may not be possible for selected buildings and accessing the equipment can be difficult and unsafe for occupants and
operators of the equipment. Finally, these systems would draw away fire department resources to assist with the
evacuation equipment rather than focusing on occupants using elevators or stairs or other emergency actions.
Following the meeting at which HRB-SAC prepared this public comment, it was letter balloted by HRB-SAC. The ballot

results follow:
HRBSAC Ballot Results for This Comment
Agree - 8
Agree with Comment - 0
Disagree - 0
Abstain - 0
Not Returned -2 (Nilles, Pratt)
Total – 10

The current annex is appropriate as it does not permit the supplemental evacuation equipment
to serve as a replacement for the required means of egress. No egress credit is given for such equipment. The ASTM,
Canadian and European standards for such equipment provide the credibility that HRBSAC claims is lacking. The
HRBSAC substantiation says that the text for supplementary evacuation equipment does not belong in the body of the
Code - it isn't in the mandatory body, it is in an annex that requires individual, specific adoption. The SAF-MEA
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committee does not agree with HRBSAC's statement that supplemental evacuation equipment draws away fire
department resources.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
101-328     Log #86  SAF-MEA

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Marcelo M. Hirschler, GBH International

101-433
Revise text to read as follows:

D.1.2.6 ASTM Publications. ASTM International, 100 Barr Harbor Drive, P.O. Box C700, West Conshohocken, PA
19428-2959. www.astm.org
ASTM C 1629/C 1629M, Standard Classification for Abuse-Resistant Nondecorated Interior Gypsum Panel Products

and Fiber-Reinforced Cement Panels, 2006 .
ASTM D 2859, Standard Test Method for Ignition Characteristics of Finished Textile Floor Covering Materials, 2006.
ASTM E 84, Standard Test Method for Surface Burning Characteristics of Building Materials, 2010 2009a
ASTM E 119, Standard Test Methods for Fire Tests of Building Construction and Materials, 2009c 2008a.
ASTM E 814, Standard Test Method for Fire Tests of Through-Penetration Fire Stops, 2010 2008b.
ASTM E 1352, Standard Test Method for Cigarette Ignition Resistance of Mock-Up Upholstered Furniture Assemblies,

2008a .
ASTM E 1353, Standard Test Methods for Cigarette Ignition Resistance of Components of Upholstered Furniture,

2008a .
ASTM E 1355, Standard Guide for Evaluating the Predictive Capability of Deterministic Fire Models, 2005a .
ASTM E 1472, Standard Guide for Documenting Computer Software for Fire Models, 2007.
ASTM E 1537, Standard Test Method for Fire Testing of Upholstered Furniture, 2007 .
ASTM E 1590, Standard Test Method for Fire Testing of Mattresses, 2007.
ASTM E 1966 Standard Test Method for Fire-Resistive Joint Systems, 2007 .
ASTM E 2030, Standard Guide for Recommended Uses of Photoluminescent (Phosphorescent) Safety Markings,

2009a 2008.
ASTM E 2174, Standard Practice for On-Site Inspection of Installed Fire Stops, 2009 2004.
ASTM E 2238, Standard Guide for Evacuation Route Diagrams, 2002.
ASTM E 2307, Standard Test Method for Determining Fire Resistance of Perimeter Fire Barrier Systems Using

Intermediate-Scale, Multi-Story Test Apparatus, 2010 2004 e1.
ASTM E 2393, Standard Practice for On-Site Inspection of Installed Fire Resistive Joint Systems and Perimeter Fire

Barriers, 2010 2004.
ASTM E 2484, Standard Specification for Multi-Story Building External Evacuation Controlled Descent Devices, 2008 .
ASTM E 2513, Standard Specification for Multi-Story Building External Evacuation Platform Rescue Systems, 2007.
ASTM F 1637, Standard Practice for Safe Walking Surfaces, 2009 2007.
ASTM F 1870, Standard Guide for Selection of Fire Test Methods for the Assessment of Upholstered Furnishings in

Detention and Correctional Facilities, 2005.
ASTM standards update, per ASTM web site August 12, 2010. The commenter requests that NFPA

staff checks the most recent editions at the time of the code going to print.

The SAF-MEA Committee accepts the submitter's updates as shown in the Recommendation
field. However, SAF-MEA notes that the submitter's request that further updates be made prior to publication of NFPA
101-2012 cannot be honored. The ASTM publication dates - as shown in the Recommendation field, and as approved
by SAF-MEA at its ROC meeting - is as far as NFPA can go with updating the publication dates.
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