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MEMORANDUM

TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Animal Housing Facilities (ASF-AAA)
FROM: Tracy Golinveaux, Staff Liaison
DATE: September 2, 2010

SUBJECT: NFPA 150 ROP TC Final Ballot Results (F2011)

The Final Results of the NFPA 150 ROP Letter Ballot are as follows:

24 Members Eligible to Vote
4 Not Returned (M. Biel, M. Filippi, T. Hohbein, and T. Nappo)

Reasons for negative votes, etc. from alternate members are not included unless the ballot from the
principal member was not received.

According to the final ballot results, all ballot items received the necessary /5 required affirmative
votes to pass ballot.

Attachment: Final Results of Proposal Report

ROP TC Final Ballot Results Cover Memo — March 24, 2010



Report on Proposals — November 2011 NEPA 150

150-1  Log #CP1 Final Action: Accept
(Entire Document)

Submitter: Technical Committee on Animal Housing Facilities,

Recommendation: Review entire document to: 1) Update any extracted material by preparing separate proposals to
do so, and 2) review and update references to other organizations documents, by preparing proposal(s) as required.
Substantiation: To conform to the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects.

Committee Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 24

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 20

Ballot Not Returned: 4 Biel, M., Filippi, M., Hohbein, T., Nappo, T.

150-2 Log #1 Final Action: Reject
(1.3.5)

Submitter: Eddie Phillips, Southern Regional Fire Code Development Committee
Recommendation: Add new text as follows:

1.3.5 Existing facilities shall comply with NFPA 1. Fire Code and NFPA 101, Life Safety Code.
Substantiation: There appears to be a gap in the current standard at the application of the standard is only to new
facilities and existing facilities undergoing a change of the types listed in 1.3.3. The owner, occupant, and AHJ are left
without guidance as to what standards apply to an existing facility not meeting the list in Section 1.3.3. NFPA 150 does
contain some requirements that would fall into the classification of applying to an existing facility, such as interior finish,
requirements for the storage of flammable and combustible liquids, placement of fire extinguishers, heating/cooking,
maintenance and testing, drills and emergency management program, there is no ability for the AHJ to enforce these
provisions on an existing facility as the scope and application of NFPA 150 do not apply to existing facilities. This code
change would clarify that exiting facilities must be provided with basic egress and fire protection by complying with
NFPA 1 or NFPA 101. In lieu of accepting this code change, the NFPA 150 could revise the scope, application, and
respective chapters of NFPA 150 to ensure that the document addresses all aspects of life safety and property
preservation in existing facilities.
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: Provisions for existing facilities are outside the scope of this document. Locally adopted fire
codes address requirements for existing facilities and therefore adding references to NFPA 1, Fire Code, and NFPA
101®, Life Safety Code®, would be redundant. Note that retroactivity is addressed in Chapter 1 of NFPA 150.
Number Eligible to Vote: 24
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 20
Ballot Not Returned: 4 Biel, M., Filippi, M., Hohbein, T., Nappo, T.
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Report on Proposals — November 2011 NEPA 150

150-3 Log #5 Final Action: Accept
(1.4)

Submitter: Bob Foote, Town of Georgetown / Rep. NFPA Building Code Development Committee (BCDC)
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:

1.4 Retroactivity. The provisions of this standard reftectaconmsensusof whatisrecessarytoprovide an acceptable
degree of protection from the hazards addressed in this standard at the time the standard was issued.
Substantiation: Note: This proposal was developed by the proponent as a member of the Building Code Development
Committee (BCDC) with the committee's endorsement.

This is unnecessary and unenforceable text. If the technical committee wants to keep the text, it would be more
appropriate in the annex.

Committee Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 24

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 20

Ballot Not Returned: 4 Biel, M., Filippi, M., Hohbein, T., Nappo, T.

Printed on 9/2/2010 2



Report on Proposals — November 2011 NEPA 150

150-4 Log #6 Final Action: Reject
(1.5)

Submitter: Steven F. Wydeveld, Village of Homer Glen / Rep. NFPA Building Code Development Committee (BCDC)
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:

1.5.1 General. Nothing in this Standard shall prohibit methods of construction, materials, and designs not specifically

rescribed in this €ode Standard where equivalent alternatives are approved by the authority having jurisdiction (AHJ).

1.5.2 Approval of Alternatives. Alternative systems. methods. or devices approved as equivalent by the authority
having jurisdiction shall be recognized as being in compliance with this Standard.

1.5.3 Tests.

1.5.3.1 Whenever the authority having jurisdiction determines that there is insufficient evidence of proof of equivalency
with the prescribed requirements of this Standard, the authority having jurisdiction shall be authorized to require tests
showing proof of equivalency.

1.56.3.2 Tests required by the authority having jurisdiction shall be provided by the owner at no expense to the
jurisdiction.

1.56.3.3 Tests shall be conducted as specified in this Standard or, where test methods are not specified in this,

Standard. they shall be conducted as required by the authority having jurisdiction.
Substantiation: Note: This proposal was developed by the proponent as a member of the Building Code Development

Committee (BCDC) with the committee's endorsement.

This language is extracted from NFPA 5000. This expanded text provides more breadth and assists the AHJ in making

a more informed decisions where needed. It also provides consistency between NFPA's fire codes.

This is not original material; its reference/source is as follows:

NFPA 5000.

Committee Meeting Action: Reject

Committee Statement: The current language is consistent with NFPA 1, Fire Code, which is a maintenance document
addressing existing and new construction.

Number Eligible to Vote: 24

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 18 Negative: 2

Ballot Not Returned: 4 Biel, M., Filippi, M., Hohbein, T., Nappo, T.

Explanation of Negative:

COHEN, H.: The committee rejected the proposal simply because the proposal was not consistent with another Code.
A discussion if the proposed new wording was BETTER or WORSE than the existing wording was not a factor in the
reasoning for rejection. | think the wording is better and should be incorporated. The committee's substantiation is
insufficient justification.

TURNO, D.: After re-reading the submission | agree with the new text.

Printed on 9/2/2010 3



Report on Proposals — November 2011

NEPA 150

150-5 Log #9 Final Action: Accept
(2.3.3)

Submitter: Bob Eugene, Underwriters Laboratories Inc.
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
2.3.3 UL Publications.
Underwriters Laboratories Inc., 333 Pfingsten Road, Northbrook, IL 60062-2096.

ANSI/UL 723, Standard for Test of Surface Burning Characteristics of Building Material, 2665 2008.

Substantiation: Update referenced standard to include most recent revisions.
Committee Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 24

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 20

Ballot Not Returned: 4 Biel, M., Filippi, M., Hohbein, T., Nappo, T.

Printed on 9/2/2010 4



Report on Proposals — November 2011 NEPA 150

150-6 Log #7 Final Action: Accept in Principle in Part
(6.2)

Submitter: Salvatore DiCristina, Rutgers University / Rep. NFPA Building Code Development Committee (BCDC)
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:

6.2.3.3 Separated Subclassification. A separated subclassification facility shall be a multiple subclassification facility
where the subclassifications are separated by fireresistance=rated=assembties fire barriers in accordance with NFPA
101 or NFPA 5000.

Also, revise Section 6.2.6.1 as follows:

6.2.6.1 Where separated subclassifications are provided, each part of the structure comprising a distinct
subclassification, as described in this chapter, shall be completely separated from other subclassifications by
firesresistiveassembtiesfire barriers in accordance with NFPA 101 or NFPA 5000 as specified in 6.2.6-4-62-6-12
6-2-6-2,and-6-2-6-3=and-Tabte 6:2:6-1, unless separation is provided by approved existing separations.

Also, delete Sectlon 6. 2 6.2 and Sectlon 6.2.6.3 as foIIows

Also, add a footnote to Table 6.2.6.1 to read:

1. See Section 6.2.6.1.2 for fire resistance rating reductions.

Substantiation: Note: This proposal was developed by the proponent as a member of the Building Code Development
Committee (BCDC) with the committee's endorsement.

This section describes Fire Barriers but does not use the term. This change will provide for consistency between NFPA
150 and 101/5000 which are referenced as the documents to be followed for construction of these barriers and thereby
avoiding the installation of an inappropriate fire resistive construction feature. As currently written, a fire partition could
be constructed rather than a fire barrier, which is not desired. Sections 6.2.6.2 and 6.2.6.3 should be eliminated because
the performance criteria for fire barriers is found in the referenced documents (NFPA 101 and 5000). These provisions
are located in chapter 6 in NFPA 101 and NFPA 5000.

Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle in Part

Revise text to read as follows:

6.2.3.3 Separated Subclassification. A separated subclassification facility shall be a multiple subclassification facility
where the subclassifications are separated by fireresistance=rated=assembtres fire barriers in accordance with NFPA
101®, Life Safety Code® or NEPA 5000. .

Revise 6.2.6.1 as follows:

6.2.6.1 Where separated subclassifications are provided, each part of the structure comprising a distinct
subclassification, as described in this chapter, shall be completely separated from other subclassifications by
firemresistiveassembitiesfire barriers in accordance with NFPA 101 or NFPA 5000®, Building Construction and Safety
Code® as specified in 6.2.674 , unless separation is provided by
approved existing separations.

6.2.6.2 Subclassification separations shall be vertical, horizontal, or both, or, when necessary, of such other form as
required to provide complete separation between subclassification divisions in the structure.

6.2.6.3 Where the subclassification separation is horizontal, structural members supporting the separation shall be
protected by an equivalent fire-resistive construction.

Add footnote to Table 6.2.6.1:

1. See Section 6.2.6.1.2 for fire resistance rating reductions.

Committee Statement: The committee accepts the revisions to 6.2.3.3 and 6.2.6.1 and the addition of the footnote to
Table 6.2.6.1. Paragraphs 6.2.6.2 and 6.2.6.3 are specific to NFPA 150 and should remain in the document.
Number Eligible to Vote: 24
Ballot Results:  Affirmative: 19 Negative: 1
Ballot Not Returned: 4 Biel, M., Filippi, M., Hohbein, T., Nappo, T.
Explanation of Negative:
HOUSER, K.: (1) Reference to Table 6.2.6.1 has been struck in Section 6.2.6.1. This table is the primary element
specifying the fire resistance rating between various classifications. Reference to table 6.2.6.1 needs to remain; the
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other references could be omitted since they are part of the text.
(2) Reference to Chapter 8 of NFPA 101 and NFPA 5000 are indirect references at best and convoluted references at
worse. The most direct reference to the construction of Fire Barrier Walls is Chapter 7, NFPA 221, Standard for High
Challenge Fire Walls, Fire Walls, and Fire Barrier Walls. In Section 6.2.6.3 and Section 6.2.6.1, delete reference to
"NFPA 101 or NFPA 5000" and add reference to NFPA 221.
As a sidebar (may be editorial), the term "subclassification" appears to be inappropriately used throughout this section! |
believe we have three Classes and NO subclasses for the mingling of animals and humans. A hypothetical "subclass”
would be Sub-class 1.1 - Mammals, Sub-class 1.2 - Fish, Sub-class 1.3 - Birds, etc. In the code arena, this is not unlike
Uses I-1, I-2, I-3, and I-4 being sub-groups of Group |, Institutional Uses. We are separating "classes" in this section;
not "sub-classes." A fire separation between two or more Classes does not make them “subclasses”. Replace
“subclassification” with “classification” throughout this section.
Comment on Affirmative:

ALER, C.: References to NFPA 101 and 5000 are not consistent in the committee's revised text - see 6.2.3.3 and
6.2.6.1. The references should be consistent with the Manual of Style requirements.

150-7 Log #13 Final Action: Accept
(Table 7.2.2)

Submitter: Clay P. Aler, Koffel Associates, Inc.
Recommendation: Insert the following table:

***INSERT TABLE 7.2.2 HERE***

Substantiation: The proposed revisions to the height and area limitations are more consistent with the International
Building code (IBC) and NFPA 5000. The current table in most cases is overly restrictive thus prohibiting its adoption by
state and local authorities.

Committee Meeting Action: Accept

Number Eligible to Vote: 24

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 20

Ballot Not Returned: 4 Biel, M., Filippi, M., Hohbein, T., Nappo, T.

150-8 Log#2 Final Action: Reject
(7.8)

Submitter: Eddie Phillips, Southern Regional Fire Code Development Committee
Recommendation: Add new text as follows:

7.8 Water Supplies and Fire Department Access. Water supplies for fire protection and access for fire apparatus
shall be in accordance with NFPA 1. Fire Code.
Substantiation: NFPA 150 is current mute on site design issues although the user and AHJ could get to NFPA 1 via
the referenced publication list in 2.2. However, inclusion of this language would provide an important pointer to the
code’s users.
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: Water supplies and fire department access roads are already enforced by local jurisdictions.
Including this text is unnecessary.
Number Eligible to Vote: 24
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 20
Ballot Not Returned: 4 Biel, M., Filippi, M., Hohbein, T., Nappo, T.
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Table 7.2.2

Construction | I | | | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 v v \Y \ \ \
Type (442) (442) (332) (332) (222) (222) (111) (111) (OOO) (000) (211) (211) (200) (200) (2HH)  (2HH) (1) (111) (000) (000)
Sprinkler or S N S N S N S N S N S N S N S N S N S N
Nonsprinklered
Class |
Facilities
Category A Stories UL NP UL NP 12 NP 56 NP 4 NP -4-6 NP 4 NP 56 NP 4 NP 23 NP
Animals
Area UL NP UL NP UL NP Uk NP Uk46 NP 40 57 NP 40 38 NP Uk72 NP 3236 NP 3218 NP
(1000 75
ft2)
Category B Stories UL UL UL UL 12 11 56 -4-5 4 NP -4- NP5 4 NP3 56 NP5 4 NP3 23 NP2
Animals
Area UL 90 UL 90 UL 90 Uk 64 Uk46 NR23 4057 NP 4038 NR19 UL72 NP36 3236 NR18 3218 NP9
(1000 75 375 285
ft2)
Class 2
Facilities
Category A Stories UL NP UL NP 12 NP 5 NP 43 NP 45 NP 43 NP 5 NP 4 NP 2 NP
Animals
Area UL NP UL NP UL NP Uk NP UL25 NP 20-37 NP 2025 NP Uk41 NP 1628 NP 1618 NP
(1000 43
ft2)
Category B Stories UL UL UL UL 12 11 5 4 43 NP2 45 NP4 43 NP2 5 NP4 4 NP3 2 NP2
Animals
Area UL 45 UL 45 UL 45 Uk 32 UL25 NP 20-37 NP 2025 NP Uk41 NP 1628 NR14 1618 NP9
(1000 43 215 125 18.5 125 205
ft2)
Class 3
Facilities
Category A Stories UL NP UL NP 12 NP 54 NP 43 NP 4 NP 43 NP 54 NP 43 NP 2 NP
Animals Area UL NP UL NP uL NP Uk NP UL19 NP 20-28 NP 2019 NP UL30 NP 1623 NP 16-12 NP
(1000 31
ft2)
Category B Stories UL UL UL UL 12 11 54 43 -4-3 NP2 4 NP3 43 NP2 54 NP 3 43 NP2 2 NP1
Animals
Area UL 45 UL 45 UL 45 Uk 32 Uk19 NP 2028 NRP14 2019 NP UL30 NRP15 1623 NP 1612 NP6
(1000 31 155 95 9.5 115
ft2)

150/L13/F2011/ROP



Report on Proposals — November 2011 NEPA 150

150-9 Log #3 Final Action: Accept in Principle
(9.2.4)

Submitter: Eddie Phillips, Southern Regional Fire Code Development Committee
Recommendation: Add new text as follows:

9.2.4 Automatic sprinkler systems shall be arranged to transmit the alarm automatically via any of the following means
acceptable to the authority having jurisdiction and shall be in accordance with NFPA 72, National Fire Alarm Code:

(1) Auxiliary fire alarm system

(2) Central station fire alarm system

(3) Proprietary supervision station fire alarm system

(4) Remote supervising station fire alarm system

Substantiation: Sections 11.3.1, 12.3.1, and 13.3.1 contain requirements for the monitoring of fire alarm systems once
certain thresholds are crossed. However, there is currently no requirement for the monitoring of a fire sprinkler system
contained in NFPA 150. If fire alarm systems are to be monitored for transmission of alarms to the fire department, fire
sprinkler systems should also be monitored. Monitoring of fire sprinkler systems is consistent with the model building
codes and fire prevention codes. The language proposed is consistent with the monitoring language contained in NFPA
101, Life Safety Code Section 9.6.4.2.

Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Add new text as follows:

9.2.4 Automatic sprinkler systems shall be arranged to transmit the alarm automatically via any of the following means
acceptable to the authority having jurisdiction and shall be in accordance with NFPA 72®, National Fire Alarm and
Signaling Code:

(1) Auxiliary fire alarm system

(2) Central station fire alarm system

(3) Proprietary supervision station fire alarm system

(4) Remote supervising station fire alarm system
9.2.4.1 Where a fire alarm system is not required by another section of this code, automatic sprinkler system monitoring
shall be in accordance with NFPA 72®, National Fire Alarm and Signaling Code Section 23.8.5.5.
9.2.4.2 A single manual pull station shall be provided in accordance with NEPA 72®, National Fire Alarm and Signaling

Code Section 23.8.5.1 at a location approved by the authority having jurisdiction.
Committee Statement: The committee agrees with the proposed text but created two additional sections for

clarification. The new text in 9.2.4.1 provides clarification for facilities that do not require a fire alarm system and the new
text in 9.2.4.2 addresses manual pull stations.

Number Eligible to Vote: 24

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 20

Ballot Not Returned: 4 Biel, M., Filippi, M., Hohbein, T., Nappo, T.

Comment on Affirmative:

ALER, C.: The reference to NFPA 72 is consistent throughout the new text. Just confirm if the reference is
consistent with the Manual of Style requirements.

SCIBETTA, J.: Proposed new section 9.2.4.2 should really be a part of 9.2.4.1 by using the conjunction "and" at the
end of 9.2.4.1 and then adding the contents of 9.2.4.2. Where there is no fire alarm system in place, sprinkler system
monitoring and the single manual pull station go hand-in-hand as part of what NFPA 72 designates as a dedicated
function fire alarm system. By including the wording of 9.2.4.2 as part of 9.2.4.1, this is made clearer to the reader.

Printed on 9/2/2010 7
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150-10 Log #8 Final Action: Reject
(9.6.1.4 and 9.6.1.5)

Submitter: Brian Diel, M. B. Sturgis, Inc.
Recommendation: Add new text as follows:

9.6.1.4 Any gas connection of an appliance to the building piping shall be made with a device listed under 2721.90 /
CSA 6.24. This device shall be unaffected by constant exposure to ammonia. The device shall be constructed of nickel
platted brass and or stainless steel.

9.6.1.5 Any listed flexible gas connector used in animal housing facilities shall have a maximum working temperature
of no less than 200°F (93.3°C). The flexible gas connector and fittings shall be unaffected by constant exposure to

ammonia. The end fittings shall be constructed of nickel platted brass and or stainless steel.
Substantiation: M.B. Sturgis, Inc. (Sturgis) manufacturers LP gas hoses assemblies and LP quick disconnect device

that transfers the fuel to gas fired appliances that heat animal housing facilities.

Sturgis has been supplying product to tis industry for over 20 years.

Since that time we have had numerous product issues with our brass fittings cracking as well as our competitors as a
result of the high ammonia content in this environment. For information: ammonia causes dezincification of the brass
alloy causing it to weaken. Example: The fittings crack causing propane to leak, the propane leak naturally sinks into the
animal waist and any spark has caused explosions.

Sturgis also been involved in litigation resulting from the plastic hose assembly melting from heat exposure coming
from the heat burning appliances. Once the hose starts to melt it will not stop until reaching the ball valve at the piping
system. The hose as well has the ball valve acts as a torch once it catches on fire.

Both problems listed above have resulted in property loss and the death of the animals living in these facilities.

We have informed our customers of this issue but do to the fact that there are no requirements for this specific
application our customers are unwilling to pay any additional costs for the proper safeguards for this application.

Testing currently underway has shown the life expectancy of a brass fitting with no plating, 6 feet from animal's waist
will last no longer than 4 months. The same product nickel platted has shown no dezincification. The test has been on
going for over 12 months.

If this proposal is allowed to go through this committee will be making a immediate safety impact for Animal Housing
Facilities.

Pictures of animal housing fires are available upon request.

Committee Meeting Action: Reject

Committee Statement: The committee notes that the submitter has not provided any scientific data to support this
proposal. The committee suggests that if this data is provided and is accepted during the ROC, the language should be
located in subsection 9.6.7.

Number Eligible to Vote: 24

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 19 Negative: 1

Ballot Not Returned: 4 Biel, M., Filippi, M., Hohbein, T., Nappo, T.

Explanation of Negative:

LOVEMAN, L.: Fittings and connectors that will not allow propane gas to leak are already available and proven to be
safeguards. Anecdotal data--fires resulting from ammonia-affected fittings--should be enough substantiation.

Printed on 9/2/2010 8
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150-11  Log #14 Final Action: Reject
(9.8)

Submitter: Joe Scibetta, BuildingReports
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:

9.8 Special Requirements for€ategory AAmmats

9.8.1 Sprinkler Systems. Animal housing facilities with Category A animals or Category B animals shall be sprinklered
throughout in accordance with Section 9.2. |

9.8.2 Smoke Control Systems. Animal housing facilities with Category A animals or Category B animals shall have a
smoke control system unless modified as approved by the AHJ.

Substantiation: In 2009, horse stable fires in Chesapeake City, Maryland and Lebanon, Ohio resulted in a combined
death toll of two humans and fifty horses and a property loss value in the millions of dollars. Those tragic losses reveal
that, 30 years after NFPA 150 was first published, animal housing fire disasters remain a very real threat to both animals
and the humans who care for them. One problem that currently needs to be addressed in NFPA 150 in order to further
mitigate loss of life and property is that sprinkler and smoke control system requirements are limited to Category A
animals only. While it is true that Category B animals have more mobility than Category A animals and do not pose the
same risk potential to rescuers, and, as such, can more easily be moved to a safer location, Category B animals are still
helpless in the event of a fire. It should not be assumed that Category B animals are attended to constantly and,
therefore, do not need the added protection of sprinkler and smoke control systems. In both cases cited above, the fires
ignited at an hour of the day when no humans were on the premises to facilitate animal rescue. According to 4.1.3.1.1.
(2), one of the Safety-from-Fire Goals of NFPA 150 is to "provide an environment for animal occupants inside or
adjacent to a structure that is reasonably safe from fire ... . " (italics added). And one of the objectives of the standard,
according to 4.1.3.1.2.1, is that facilities be "designed and constructed to protect human and animal occupants not
intimate with the initial fire development... ". The goals and objectives in Section 4 do not exclude either animal category
and yet limiting sprinkler and smoke control systems to Category A animals does, in fact, exclude Category B animals
from being fully embraced by those same goals and objectives. Extending the requirement for sprinkler systems and
smoke control systems to Category B animals not only provides a "reasonably safe" environment, but would both
address the standard's goals and objectives and incorporate both animal categories more fully. An environment for
Category B animals that can potentially expose them to death-dealing smoke and flame in the absence of sprinkler and
smoke control systems, cannot be deemed reasonably safe. The fire that broke out at Plainridge Racetrack in
Massachusetts on May 9, 2010 is proof positive of the value of a sprinkler system. All 40 horses intimate with the fire
were saved because sprinklers not only activated but the sprinkler system initiated an alarm as well. According to media
reports, the fire at Plainridge had the potential to put at risk 200 horses and, fortunately, the sprinkler system had been
installed even though it was not required. By requiring sprinkler and smoke control systems in housing for both animal
categories, animals and the humans on whom they depend stand a greater chance of rescue from fire and, as a result,
NFPA 150 will more closely adhere to the fundamental principles on which it is based, principles which apply to all
animal occupants: " Animals are sentient beings with a value greater than that of simple property" and "lack the ability of
self-preservation when housed in buildings or other structures" (A.1.1.1)

Committee Meeting Action: Reject

Committee Statement: The committee is seeking public input on the recommendation to require sprinklers for both
Category A and B animals.

Number Eligible to Vote: 24

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 19 Abstain: 1

Ballot Not Returned: 4 Biel, M., Filippi, M., Hohbein, T., Nappo, T.

Explanation of Abstention:

SCIBETTA, J.: Given my strong feelings on the issue that this proposal addresses, I'm unable to vote affirmatively to
reject this proposal. However, as | respect and understand the reasoning behind the committee's decision to reject this
proposal and seek public input, | do not wish to vote negatively. As such, | feel that an abstention would be the best
action to take at this time.

Comment on Affirmative:

LOVEMAN, L.: Sprinkler systems and smoke control systems should be required in all structures housing a certain
number of oxygen-breathing animals, especially where there are not enough employees available at all hours to
evacuate the animals.
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150-12 Log #10 Final Action: Accept in Principle
(11.3.1.1)

Submitter: Ajay Gulati, Smithsonian - National Zooligical Park
Recommendation: Add new text to read as follows:

Where fire alarm graphic annunciator panels are provided, they shall identify animal areas within the building.
Substantiation: Unless the facility is manned/monitored 24 hours and an escort is present, responding personnel to
alarm conditions may not be aware of the animal areas. The purpose of highlighting the animal areas is to assist arriving
responders in identifying animal locations, which could pose harm to the responders.

Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle
9.3.3 Where fire alarm graphic annunciator panels are provided, they shall identi i ithi ilding.
9.3.4 Where the locations of animal facilities are sensitive, the specific locations of animal housing will be provided to

the fire department but will not be subject to the graphic annunciator panel requirement in 9.3.3.
Committee Statement: The committee agrees with the proposed text as submitted. The requirement should apply to all

animal housing facilities and should be located under Chapter 9 subsection 9.3.3. The committee added 9.3.4 to
address sensitive animal housing facilities where the knowledge of animal areas should be restricted from public view.
Number Eligible to Vote: 24
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 20
Ballot Not Returned: 4 Biel, M., Filippi, M., Hohbein, T., Nappo, T.
Comment on Affirmative:

MANLEY, B.: We should be consistent with our terminology. In Section 9.3.3, we use the term "animal areas";
whereas, in Section 9.3.4 we use "animal facilities" and "animal housing". We should defer to defined terms in this area
-- "animal housing facility".

150-13 Log #15 Final Action: Reject
(11.3.7)

Submitter: Joe Scibetta, BuildingReports
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
11.3.7 Special Requirements for€ategoryAAnimats. Class 1 animal housing facilities with Category A animals or_
Category B animals shall be in accordance with Section 9.8.
Substantiation: In keeping with the proposed changes to Section 9 Paragraph 8, special requirements for Class 1
Animal Housing Facilities incorporate both animal categories.
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: See committee action on 150-11 (Log #14).
Number Eligible to Vote: 24
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 20
Ballot Not Returned: 4 Biel, M., Filippi, M., Hohbein, T., Nappo, T.
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150-14 Log #16 Final Action: Reject
(12.3.7)

Submitter: Joe Scibetta, BuildingReports
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
12.3.7 Special Requirements for€ategory AAmmats. Class 2 animal housing facilities with Category A animals or_
Category B animals shall be in accordance with Section 9.8.
Substantiation: In keeping with the proposed changes to Section 9 Paragraph 8, special requirements for Class 2
Animal Housing Facilities should incorporate both animal categories.
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: See committee action on 150-11 (Log #14).
Number Eligible to Vote: 24
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 20
Ballot Not Returned: 4 Biel, M., Filippi, M., Hohbein, T., Nappo, T.

150-15 Log #17 Final Action: Reject
(13.3.7)

Submitter: Joe Scibetta, BuildingReports
Recommendation: Revise text to read as follows:
3.3.7 Special Requirements for€ategoryAAnimats. Class 3 animal housing facilities with Category A animals or_
Category B animals shall be in accordance with Section 9.8.
Substantiation: In keeping with the proposed changes to Section 9 Paragraph 8, special requirements for Class 3
Animal Housing Facilities should incorporate both animal categories.
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: See committee action on 150-11 (Log #14).
Number Eligible to Vote: 24
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 20
Ballot Not Returned: 4 Biel, M., Filippi, M., Hohbein, T., Nappo, T.
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150-16 Log #11 Final Action: Accept in Principle
(A.9.8.2.1)

Submitter: Ajay Gulati, Smithsonian - National Zooligical Park
Recommendation: Add new text to read as follows:

Most animals require shelter in place, therefore a smoke control system of some type is required. Data such as the
maximum and minimum exposure temperatures. sensitivity to sudden changes in temperature, maximum carbon
monoxide concentrations, and the acceptable smoke layer height above the finished floor during a fire condition is not
available for many animals. Data can be determined through interview(s) with the person(s) responsible for the animals

to determine the abovementioned data for design of an accurate smoke control system.
Substantiation: In the smoke modeling studies of several buildings at the U.S. National Zoological Park, it was

determined that insufficient data exists to sufficiently determine the preservation needs of many animal species (e.g.
Red Pandas, Pandas, Elephants, reptiles, small animals, etc). The reference materials listed in the section only address
human tenability levels; therefore, animal tenability level information was determined through interviews with the animal
curators and keepers of that building.

Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Replace current A.9.8.2.1 with the following text:

A.9.8.2.1 Most animals require shelter in place, therefore a smoke control system of some type is required. Tenable
conditions such as the maximum and minimum exposure temperatures, sensitivity to sudden changes in temperature,
maximum carbon monoxide concentrations, and the acceptable smoke layer height above the finished floor during a fire
condition is not available for many animals. Data can be determined through interview(s) with the person(s) responsible

for the animals to determine the above mentioned data for desiagn of an accurate smoke control system.
Committee Statement: The current A.9.8.2.1 text includes references to NFPA SPP-53 and Principles of Smoke

Management. NFPA SPP-53 has been identified as out of date and Principles of Smoke Management is already
referenced within NFPA 92A, Standard for Smoke-Control Systems Ulilizing Barriers and Pressure Differences, and
NFPA 92B, Standard for Smoke Management Systems in Malls, Atria, and Large Spaces. Replacing this section with
the proposed text does not remove any substantial information from the document.
Number Eligible to Vote: 24
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 20
Ballot Not Returned: 4 Biel, M., Filippi, M., Hohbein, T., Nappo, T.
Comment on Affirmative:

ROSENBERGER, M.: Category A animals require shelter in place, therefore a smoke control system is required.
Tenable conditions such as the maximum ...

Edits to text, adding and deleting, as indicated.
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150-17 Log #12 Final Action: Accept in Principle
(A.11.3.1.1)

Submitter: Ajay Gulati, Smithsonian - National Zooligical Park
Recommendation: Add new text to read as follows:

Consideration should be given to animal reaction such as undue stress caused by the audible sounds or flashing
strobes. Where acceptable to AHJ, an acknowledge station that the keeper can press to disengage the notification

appliances only the animal area zone could be incorporated into the design. After the notification appliances are
deactivated, another means such as a red beacon could be used as an alternative notification method.

Substantiation: In the design and installation of the fire detection and alarm systems at the National Zoo, the animal
keepers were concerned about undue stress and behavior that a fire alarm notification appliance may cause the animals
(e.g. aggressive, harmful to itself, etc.). In order to alleviate the potential stress to the animals, the fire alarm system has
an acknowledge station that when depressed deactivates the strobes/speakers and activates a red beacon in the animal
area zone. Public areas still have activated notification appliances that are not affected. The red beacon, which is not
stressful to the animals, alerts the keepers that an alarm condition still exists and they should evacuate.
Committee Meeting Action: Accept in Principle

Add new text to A.9.3.2.1

A.9.3.2.1 Consideration should be given to animal reaction such as undue stress caused by the audible sounds or
flashing strobes. Where acceptable to the AHJ. an acknowledge station that the keeper can press to disengage only the

notification appliances in the animal area zone could be incorporated into the design. After the notification appliances
are deactivated, another means, such as a red beacon, could be used as an alternative notification method.

Committee Statement: The committee action agrees with the submitters intent but relocates the annex note to Chapter
9 so it will apply to all animal housing facilities, not just Class | facilities.
Number Eligible to Vote: 24
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 20
Ballot Not Returned: 4 Biel, M., Filippi, M., Hohbein, T., Nappo, T.
Comment on Affirmative:

ALER, C.: Make the following grammar change in the second sentence:
only in the animal area zone..."

MANLEY, B.: We should be consistent with our terminology -- Is "animal area zone" a defined term?

'...to disengage the notification appliances

150-18 Log #4 Final Action: Reject
(Chapter X (New))

Submitter: Eddie Phillips, Southern Regional Fire Code Development Committee

Recommendation: Extract Chapter 5 from NFPA 1, Fire Code and insert it in Chapter 5 of NFPA 150.
Substantiation: NFPA 150 has reserved Chapter 5 for a Performance-Based Design Option. A review of NFPA 1
Chapter 5 appears to provide excellent base for inclusion in NFPA 150 to fill the need in the reserved Chapter 5.
Committee Meeting Action: Reject

Committee Statement: The requirements in Chapter 5 of NFPA 1, Fire Code, deal specifically with fires, materials and
occupancies that are outside the scope of NFPA 150. The submitter should revise their proposal to reflect the scope of
NFPA 150 and present the committee with specific language for the chapter.

Number Eligible to Vote: 24

Ballot Results: Affirmative: 20

Ballot Not Returned: 4 Biel, M., Filippi, M., Hohbein, T., Nappo, T.
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