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The March 24, 2010 date for receipt of the NFPA 232 ROP letter ballot has passed. 

 

The preliminary ROP ballot results are as follows: 

 

26 Members Eligible to Vote 

  4 Ballots Not Returned (L. Biernacki, H. Smith, M. Tindall and W. Benedon) 

 

13 Affirmative on All 

  9 Negatives on one or more proposals as noted in report  

  0 Abstentions on one or more proposals as noted in report  

  

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

from the principal member was not received. 

  

In accordance with the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects, attached are 

reasons for negative votes for review so you may change your ballot if you wish.  

Abstentions and affirmative comments are also included.   

 

If you wish to change your vote, the change must be received at NFPA on or before 

Tuesday, April 13, 2010.  Members who have not returned a ballot may do so now. Such 

changes should be sent to Jeanne Moreau-Correia via either e-mail to 

jmoreaucorreia@nfpa.org  or via fax to 617-984-7110.   

 

The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing Committee Projects. 
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Circulation Explanation Report for REA-AAA   Proposals Friday, April 2, 2010
Document # 232

232-2 Entire Document, 3.3.2.x (Log # CP11 )

Negative

Medina, L. Disagree with removing AHJ from the entire document and replacing with "responsible party".  The intent of the AHJ
was for someone knowledgeable about Fire Protection requirements and Construction codes/Standards to be able to inspect facilities
for adherence and compliance.  While I understand the desire to change this for who determines if the level of protection for the
assets in storage is adequate for their needs, a trained professional should still be involved in inspecting the facility.

232-4 1.1.1 (Log # 35 )

Affirmative with Comment

Medina, L. Rewrite "protection of records protection equipment" doesn't make any sense

232-6 1.1.3 (Log # 37 )

Affirmative with Comment

Hicks, R. Should this protection information be in the scoping section?

Medina, L. Need to see  a definition of non-compartmented record centers in Chapter 3.  How can this be accepted until a
definition is agreed upon regarding this category of record storage environment?

232-7 1.1.3 (Log # 99 )

Negative

Varn, L. I agree with the reasons set forth by the submitter of Proposal 232-7 Log #99.

232-11 1.1.7 (Log # 41 )

Negative

Mawhinney, J. The proposed change, in concert with other wording in NFPA 232, excludes the AHJ from having any say in the
fire safety in the storage of records. There are no AHJ's represented on the 232 Committee. Many AHJ's  are aware of the hazard to
the community of having large records storage buildings entirely filled with racks, creating conditions under which no fire
department will enter the building for anything other than rescue.  Without AHJ representation to balance the discussion, the
proposal should have been rejected.

Affirmative with Comment

Fisher, D. With the addition of the definition of "Responsible Party", the phrase "typically the owner of the records" can be
deleted as it is included in the proposed definition.

Medina, L. for this to be of use, the title of 3.3.9 should be changed to "Record Classifications".  Nowhere in the Standard is the
term classifications used.

232-12 1.1.7 (Log # 98 )

Negative

Mawhinney, J. Given that the committee accepted in principle 232-94, Log #22, and rejected 232-97 Log #106, 232-99 Log #107
and 232-103, Log #108, the effect is that NFPA 232 provides no requirements that will ensure a minimum level of fire protection in a
large records warehouse.  Consequently, it would be better to abandon all pretense that there is anything relevant to fire and loss
protection in the standard, and accept 232-12, Log #98.  To this end, 232-100, Log #100 should also be accepted.

Medina, L. If "non-compartmented records centers" are being added in 232-6, responsible parties should be made aware where to
seek guidance to determine what protections should be provided for records stored in these environments.  The list of standards in the
substantiation would allow them to do this.  It is important for the committee to keep in mind the title of this document is the
"Standard for the Protection of Records". If responsibility is shifting to individuals unfamiliar with Fire Safety and Construction
Standards, they need to be made aware what guidance to seek when evaluating these newly allowed facility types.

Varn, L. I agree with the reasons set forth by the submitter of Proposal 232-12 Log #98.

Affirmative with Comment

Bonisch, W. Committee Statement does not support committee action.  Original proposal addresses uncompartmented records;
231-11 (Log #41) is silent on this.

232-13 1.1.8 (Log # 42 )

Negative
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Harrington, J. This Section 1.1.8 should not be deleted as it helps clarify the requirements within Section 1.1.7.

Mawhinney, J. Deleting Section 1.1.8 removes an important intent from the standard.  The submitter's substantiation that "the
protection requirements are clearly spelled out in the substantive sections of the document" is not relevant to the idea or principle that
some party, i.e., the operator of a records storage facility, also has a responsibility to ensure that the owner of the records understands
their risk exposure. With the proposals in Chapter 9 that were accepted, which clarify that there are no limits on the size of non-
compartmented records center, it is more important than ever to explain the risk exposure to the "responsible party", i.e, the owner of
the records.   Section 1.1.8 should be retained.

Medina, L. Nowhere in the document is non-compartmented defined. All other environments are clearly defined within Chapter 3.
I see no confusion being created by this language and it clearly notifies the responsible party of the need to understand there are risks
associated with their decision.

232-14 1.1.9 (Log # 43 )

Negative

Hyland, M. Section 1.1.7 allows the the responsible party to determine the classification of a record. The classification then
determines the how the record is to be handled and protected. Section 1.1.9 as worded allows the responsible party to "justify" the
level of protection for the record. Thus this section can be used to supercede the protection that would be required by the
classification of the record.

Affirmative with Comment

Fisher, D. With the addition of the definition of "Responsible Party", the phrase "typically the owner of the records" can be
deleted as it is included in the proposed definition.

232-15 1.2.1 (Log # 44 )

Negative

Medina, L. 232-15 and 232-16 both revise this text (1.2.1) and the language represented is different.  Which one is proposed for
use- it can't be both!

Affirmative with Comment

Fisher, D. The use of the word "guidance" is confusing since this is a standard.  Recommend deleting the word.

232-16 1.2.1 and 1.2.2 (Log # 9 )

Negative

Medina, L. 232-15 and 232-16 both revise this text (1.2.1) and the language represented is different.  Which one is proposed for
use- it can't be both!

232-17 1.2.2 (Log # 45 )

Negative

Medina, L. Section 1.2.1 is about the FACILITY- Section 1.2.2 is about the RECORDS.  It may need to be rewritten to clearly
describe the difference between the two but IT SHOULD NOT be removed!

232-18 1.3.1 (Log # 46 )

Affirmative with Comment

Bonisch, W. Use of “MOS” in Committee Statement is a disservice to the public and should not be permitted.

232-19 1.3.2 (Log # 47 )

Negative

Bless, R. The "Responsible Party" may have no way to effectively evaluate the standards of protection of a particular facility if
they are using a third party to store their records.  This section allows the Authority Having Jurisdiction to apply appropriate
requirements to existing facilities.

Mawhinney, J. Section 1.3.2. gave the AHJ the authority to make a considered assessment of the hazard presented by a records
storage facility. The NFPA 232 committee does not have AHJ representation and should not remove the AHJ from the enforcement
of NFPA 232.  It is hoped that AHJ's will provide comment.

Medina, L. In the original language, an individual "responsible for enforcing the requirements of a code or standard" was involved
and had the authority to require compliance.  With this responsibility being shifted to a private party, they have no authority, only the
ability to express their personal desires or opinions.
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Affirmative with Comment

Bonisch, W. See my Affirmative on Comment on Proposal 232-18 (Log #46).

Fisher, D. With the addition of the definition of "Responsible Party", the phrase "typically the owner of the records" can be
deleted as it is included in the proposed definition.

232-20 1.3.3 (Log # 48 )

Negative

Bless, R. The "Responsible Party" may have no way to effectively evaluate the standards of protection of a particular facility if
they are using a third party to store their records.  This section allows the Authority Having Jurisdiction to apply appropriate
requirements to existing facilities.

Medina, L. In the original language, a trained individual was making a decision regarding the "degree of safety"  Safety is
different than protection, and the responsible party would likely not be able to evaluate this.

Affirmative with Comment

Bonisch, W. See my Affirmative on Comment on Proposal 232-18 (Log #46).

232-21 1.4 (Log # 49 )

Negative

Bonisch, W. Do not agree that “professional” is enforceable.  It is not clear what this means.  Use terms similar to NFPA 101 to
better define qualifications.

Affirmative with Comment

Hicks, R. Is this section needed at all?

232-25 3.3.1 Archive (Log # 10 )

Affirmative with Comment

Bonisch, W. Weak committee statement.  Committee should clearly state where file rooms are permitted.

232-30 3.3.9.1 Active Record (Log # 55 )

Negative

Varn, L. I believe that the additional language would promote clarity to potential users of the standard and would further confirm
the overwhelming consensus of the Technical Committee that the classification of records is the responsibility of the responsible
party, typically the owner of the records, who is in the best and perhaps only position to perform that function.  It cannot be assumed
that a user of the document will read every section.

232-31 3.3.9.2 Archival Material/Record (Log # 56 )

Negative

Varn, L. I believe that the additional language would promote clarity to potential users of the standard and would further confirm
the overwhelming consensus of the Technical Committee that the classification of records is the responsibility of the responsible
party, typically the owner of the records, who is in the best and perhaps only position to perform that function.  It cannot be assumed
that a user of the document will read every section.

232-32 3.3.9.3 Important Record (Log # 57 )

Negative

Varn, L. I believe that the additional language would promote clarity to potential users of the standard and would further confirm
the overwhelming consensus of the Technical Committee that the classification of records is the responsibility of the responsible
party, typically the owner of the records, who is in the best and perhaps only position to perform that function.  It cannot be assumed
that a user of the document will read every section.

232-33 3.3.9.4 Inactive Record (Log # 58 )

Negative
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Varn, L. I believe that the additional language would promote clarity to potential users of the standard and would further confirm
the overwhelming consensus of the Technical Committee that the classification of records is the responsibility of the responsible
party, typically the owner of the records, who is in the best and perhaps only position to perform that function.  It cannot be assumed
that a user of the document will read every section.

232-34 3.3.9.5 Permanent Record (Log # 59 )

Negative

Varn, L. I believe that the additional language would promote clarity to potential users of the standard and would further confirm
the overwhelming consensus of the Technical Committee that the classification of records is the responsibility of the responsible
party, typically the owner of the records, who is in the best and perhaps only position to perform that function.  It cannot be assumed
that a user of the document will read every section.

Affirmative with Comment

Bonisch, W. Committee Action does not match committee statement.  This statement is used in 232-33 (Log #58) but was
rejected.

Medina, L. remove the word "the" as well

232-36 3.3.9.7 Useful Record (Log # 60 )

Negative

Medina, L. 232-35 is identical, no need to retain both entries.

232-37 3.3.9.8 Vital Record (Log # 61 )

Negative

Varn, L. I believe that the additional language would promote clarity to potential users of the standard and would further confirm
the overwhelming consensus of the Technical Committee that the classification of records is the responsibility of the responsible
party, typically the owner of the records, who is in the best and perhaps only position to perform that function.  It cannot be assumed
that a user of the document will read every section.

232-38 3.3.12 Responsible Party (Log # 62 )

Affirmative with Comment

Varn, L. I agree with the action of the Technical Committee but it would be clearer, and reduce or eliminate potential ambiguities
in the event of loss or damage to records, if "in writing at the time of such designation" at the end of the new sentence.

232-39 4.1 (Log # 2 )

Affirmative with Comment

Fisher, D. In section 4.1.1, the phrase "be permitted to" is confusing and ambiguous.  The sentence should simply state "Records
shall be stored as shown in Table 4.1.1."

Medina, L. Use language in 232-44 (CP-16) for 2 hour protection in 4.1.2

232-40 4.1 (Log # 63 )

Negative

Medina, L. The reason this language existed as originally written was to ensure the responsible party understood ALL of the
aspects of Chapter 4 when determining "protection".  It covers much more than the specific area where the records are stored- it
includes other related items that pose potentially GREAT risks to the records while in storage and gives them the opportunity to
assess these risks as well.

232-42 4.1.1 (Log # 64 )

Negative

Medina, L. This is in direct conflict with the AIP language in 232-39 for 4.1.1.

Varn, L. The proposed language more clearly reflects the consensus of the Technical Committee and the practical reality that the
responsible party, typically the owner of the records, makes the choice of level of protection for such party's records, regardless of
classification.

232-43 4.1.2 (Log # 65 )
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Negative

Varn, L. The proposed language more clearly reflects the consensus of the Technical Committee and the practical reality that the
responsible party, typically the owner of the records, makes the choice of level of protection for such party's records, regardless of
classification.  It cannot be assumed that every user of the document will read every section.

232-44 4.1.2 (Log # CP16 )

Affirmative with Comment

Medina, L. Use this language to replace that in 232-39 for 4.1.2

232-45 4.1.2, 4.1.3, and 4.1.4 (Log # 13 )

Negative

Varn, L. The proposed language more clearly reflects the consensus of the Technical Committee and the practical reality that the
responsible party, typically the owner of the records, makes the choice of level of protection for such party's records, regardless of
classification.  It cannot be assumed that all users of the document will read every section.

232-46 4.1.3 (Log # 66 )

Negative

Varn, L. The proposed language more clearly reflects the consensus of the Technical Committee and the practical reality that the
responsible party, typically the owner of the records, makes the choice of level of protection for such party's records, regardless of
classification.  It cannot be assumed that all users of the document will read every section.

232-47 4.1.4 (Log # 67 )

Negative

Varn, L. The proposed language more clearly reflects the consensus of the Technical Committee and the practical reality that the
responsible party, typically the owner of the records, makes the choice of level of protection for such party's records, regardless of
classification.  It cannot be assumed that all users of the document will read every section.

232-48 4.2.2 (Log # CP8 )

Affirmative with Comment

Fisher, D. The phrase "professionally designed" should be deleted as it is ambiguous.  There is no definition in NFPA documents
as to what "professionally designed" means.

232-49 4.3.1 (Log # 68 )

Negative

Mawhinney, J. The heading of 4.3 is "Responsibility of the Records Manager and Archivist or Responsible Party".  Section 4.3.1
placed the responsibility to take levels of protection into consideration on several entities.  The revised wording implies that only the
owner of the records has any responsibility for anything.  The original intent of NFPA 232 was that someone, such as the Operator of
the faclitiy charged with storing the records take responsibility for the adequacy of protection, not only the owner of the records.

Medina, L. Language conflicts for 232-50

Affirmative with Comment

Fisher, D. With the addition of the definition of "Responsible Party", the phrase "typically the owner of the records" can be
deleted as it is included in the proposed definition.

232-50 4.3.1 (Log # CP15 )

Affirmative with Comment

Bonisch, W. Missing substantiation.

Medina, L. Use this language to revise 4.3.1, not 232-49

232-51 4.3.2, 4.3.3, and 4.6.2 (Log # CP12 )

Affirmative with Comment

Fisher, D. Item (6) doesn't read very well and is confusing.

232-53 4.5.1 (Log # CP2 )
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Negative

Mawhinney, J. There are no good reasons why the prohibition against the use of gas-fueled forklifts should be removed from
NFPA 232.  The substantiation given by the submitter for removing the prohibition is not entirely true.  There is empirical and
scientific justification for the prohibition, namely, the FMRC Rack Storage Fire Test Committee, Test 85, conducted March 16,
1970. The test involved a 1 gallon spill of gasoline that spread under three sets of double row racks separated by 8-foot aisles. The
pool fire ignited three rack sets simultaneously, which created a fire that was beyond the capability of the sprinkler system to control.
If a similar spill occurred in a Records Center with multi-row racks, multi-tier with 30-inch aisles 40-ft storage height, no sprinkler
system could stop it, not even one designed in accordance with Section 20.5 of NFPA 13, 2010 edition.
Extract follows:
"The twenty-sixth full-scale test in the rack storage program, Test 85, was conducted on March 16, 1970 to help determine the effect
of a different type of ignition than the standard two rolls of gasoline-soaked cellulose cotton.  Detectors were not evaluated in this
test.
Test Result:
6.  Liquid Spill Fire.
Fire Test 85 was conducted to evaluate the results of a liquid spill fire which might result from a liquid fuel industrial truck being
refilled inside of a building.  This test was also conducted to evaluate flammable liquid spills which might be associated with
industrial operations.  Test results indicate that it is not practical from an economic standpoint to install sprinkler systems with
densities capable of controlling a liquid spill fire, and therefore, industrial trucks shall not be fueled within the building.  Industrial
trucks must be listed or approved by a recognized testing laboratory for the area use involved.  Review of experience indicates no
large losses result from proper industrial truck operation.

Consider that modern records storage warehouses are typically constructed with multi-row racking with  narrow aisles that fill most
of the building, the possibility of a fuel spill occurring at the edge of the racking structure in a loading/sorting area exists.  No
sprinkler system could stop such a fire.

232-54 4.6.2 (Log # 70 )

Negative

Bless, R. The current language provides for appropriate level of protection.  The proposal to eliminate the requirement is not
supported by any data.

Medina, L. This is in direct conflict with the language accepted in 232-51

232-55 4.7.4 (Log # 102 )

Negative

Bonisch, W. Difficult to enforce.  How is one to tell the difference between one that meets these proposed rules.  Proposal does
not recognize benefits of a sprinklered building.

Comeaux, Jr., W. This appears to be marketing by regulation requiring the lids to be fire resistive.

Varn, L. There is no test data or empirical evidence to support the addition of new Sectoin 4.7.4.3 and could lead to needless
expense, particularly in shredding operations.  The proposed change is also anticompetitive and appears to be designed to assist a
particular manufacturer or group of manufacturers of fire-resistive materials or chemicals used to promote additional fire resistance.

Wright, S. I am concerned that the authority having jurisdiction may interpret this standard as requiring a shredding company that
deposits shredded paper material into gaylords (large cardboard boxes with an open top) to now utilize a metal container with a self
closing plastic or metal top.

232-56 4.7.5 (Log # 101 )

Negative

Harrington, J. This proposed language requirement is needed to address the significant fire potential of ordinary plastic covers on
dumpsters.

232-58 4.7.6 (Log # 72 )

Negative

Varn, L. The current Section 4.7.6 is arbitrary and unsupported by any empirical evidence and reflects standards-setting divorced
from the realities of records center operations.
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Wright, S. This is an unreasonable standard.  Why are we dictating that trash MUST be emptied every day.  This is a standard
designed by someone who has no practical knowledge of the workings of a typical records center, whether commercial or in house.
The proposed language of requriing that trash shall be collected and disposed of to prevent unreasonable or excessive accumulation
is a reasonable standard.

232-59 4.8.2.1 (Log # 73 )

Negative

Mawhinney, J. Although risk manager is not defined in NFPA 232, it is an understood term within the context of Chapter 4 of
NFPA 232, and in fire protection engineering and loss prevention circles.  Nothing useful is gained by being deliberately vague about
who should prepare the emergency plan.

Affirmative with Comment

Medina, L. While the 'risk manager' may not be the appropriate party, SOMEONE needs to be named to perform this.  The
language comes from NFPA 909, who is given responsibility for this function there?

232-60 4.8.2.1.1 (Log # 74 )

Negative

Varn, L. The existing language is arbitrary and reflects standards-setting divorced from the realities of records management.  In
some circumstances an annual exercise is more frequent than necessary and, in other instances, the exercise may need to be
performed more frequently.  This is an operational matter requiring the exercise of sound discretion by the operator of the records
storage environment.

232-61 4.8.2.1.1 (Log # CP3 )

Negative

Mawhinney, J. The Committee statement that it "is not the intent of the committee to require a physical exercise ..." is
presumptive. Earlier committees appear to have thought otherwise.  The proposed change is a substantial weakening of the intent and
value of the requirement.  Nothing much is learned from a passive "review", where the parties think through the exercise in their
heads without interacting with others. The whole point of conducting an "exercise" is to find the weak spots and fix them.

232-65 4.8.4.1.1 (Log # 78 )

Negative

Varn, L. The existing language is arbitrary and reflects standards-setting divorced from the realities of records management.  In
some circumstances an annual exercise is more frequent than necessary and, in other instances, the exercise may need to be
performed more frequently.  This is an operational matter requiring the exercise of sound discretion by the operator of the records
storage environment.

Affirmative with Comment

Comeaux, Jr., W. The small 5,000 square feet is too restrictive when the vault industry and vault manufactures are providing
larger vaults.  It is felt that the size should be increased to realistic proportions.

232-67 4.8.4.2.1 (Log # 80 )

Affirmative with Comment

Bonisch, W. Should the add the phrase: “maintained on site”.

232-68 4.8.4.2.2 (Log # 81 )

Affirmative with Comment

Medina, L. Whose "corporate retention schedule"? Not all organization have such a document.  What "related installation code or
standard"?  none are referenced.

232-69 4.8.4.3 (Log # 82 )

Affirmative with Comment

Medina, L. The original language came form NFPA 909:6.1.3  Is it still consistent with that document if these proposed changes
are made?

232-70 4.8.5 (Log # 83 )

Negative
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Medina, L. 232-71 is identical, no need to retain both entries.

Affirmative with Comment

Bonisch, W. Should add “documented” before periodic or before “training” in 232-71 (Log #CP4).

232-72 4.8.6.2 (Log # CP13 )

Affirmative with Comment

Bonisch, W. Should change “related” to “required” or “referenced” since these will be dictated by local code.

232-73 4.9.1 (Log # 84 )

Negative

Mawhinney, J. I am voting negative to ensure that the following point gets addressed.  Control mode sprinkler systems control a
fire, they do not extinguish a fire. NFPA 13 has never claimed that sprinklers will extinguish fires without the ultimate intervention
of the fire department.  When fire fighters arrive, the fire should be small and easily extinguished in the mop up operation.  In records
centers with large multi-tier, multi-row racks with narrow aisles, that completely fill the interior volume of a shell building, fire
departments routinely decide that they will not enter the maze of racks unless there is a rescue concern.  In these particular facilities,
intervention by the fire department is therefore precluded. The sprinkler fire tests described in A.4.9.1 were only "successful" to the
extent that they controlled the fire for 45 minutes.  There would still be a need for fire department entry to finish the extinguishment.
Proposal:  Add a final paragraph to appendix note A.4.9.1 to clarify the following:  "The performance of the sprinkler system still
depends on eventual intervention by the fire department, and therefore measures to facilitate fire fighter entry to the building should
be implemented. Such measures include provision of aisles of minimum 12-ft width,  that cross the full width of the building and
extend from floor to the underside of the roof.  Access aisles that are only 44-inches wide and one tier high do not provide adequate
access for fire fighter safety or fire fighting operations."

Affirmative with Comment

Hicks, R. Replace Appendix with Annex in 4th sentence. Also, language referring to this as a proposal in the proposed wording
seems a bit awkward.

Medina, L. Move "Carton record storage shall be permitted to be protected in accordance with Section 20.5 of NFPA13, 2010
edition." to 4.9.1.1  Revise text for A.4.9.1 to A.4.9.1.1  (I don't see the use of the edition of NFPA13 elsewhere in the document, is
this necessary?)

232-76 4.9.7 (Log # 87 )

Affirmative with Comment

Bonisch, W. NFPA 13 should be changed to “this standard and the referenced standards therein” so to address non-NFPA 13 fire
protection systems.

232-77 4.10, 6.15, 7.3, 8.15, 9.3, and 9.4 (Log # 4 )

Affirmative with Comment

Bonisch, W. NFPA 80A basically states that there is no exposure concern in sprinklered buildings.  Suggest detailed reading of
NFPA 80A so no sense of false protection occurs.

232-78 6.4 (Log # 14 )

Negative

Varn, L. Existing Section 6.4 is another example of arbitrary standards-setting divorced from commercial reality.  Many vaults
with volumes considerably larger than 5,000 cubic feet are constructed, manufactured and installed.

Wright, S. The current vault standards do not address vault use by commercial records centers.  The Committee needs to address
this issue by separating the standards into two use categories.  One is backup tapes and the other is vital records.  We need to develop
different standards for each use.

232-79 6.6.2(3) (Log # 15 )

Affirmative with Comment

Bonisch, W. Consider changing “4 hour rating” to proper code language.

232-80 6.7.3 (Log # 16 )

Affirmative with Comment
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Bonisch, W. Provide reference to UL or ASTM standard in lieu of “shall be located”.

232-82 6.12.2 (Log # 17 )

Negative

Varn, L. The proposal would bring the standard into conformity with current records management operations and available
storage containers.  The term "limited combustibility" is in common use and understood.

Wright, S. The current standard does not address what is currently occurring in vaults operated by commercial records centers for
the storage of backup tapes.  This proposal helps to address the problem.

232-83 6.12.2 (Log # 27 )

Negative

Varn, L. The proposal would bring the standard into conformity with current records management operations and available
storage containers.  The term "limited combustibility" is in common use and understood.

Wright, S. The current standard does not address what is currently occurring in vaults operated by commercial records centers for
the storage of backup tapes.  This proposal helps to address the problem.

Affirmative with Comment

Comeaux, Jr., W. Limited combustible containers could be fire retardant plastic containers and should be allowed.

232-84 6.12.6.1 (Log # 6 )

Negative

Wright, S. Many vaults have a small working table in them.  This is not a practical requirement.  Also, this completely fails to
take into account a vault operated by a commercial records center for the storage and distribution of backup tapes for their customers.
It also fails to take into account an in house vault utilized by a company for the storage and rotation of its internal backup tapes.  A
working are inside the vault including a computer is absolutely necessary in order to manage distribution and rotation of the backup
tapes.  The current vault standards do not address vault use by commercial records centers.  The Committee needs to address this
issue by separating the standards into two use categories.  One is backup tapes and the other is vital records.  We need to develop
different standards for each use.

232-86 6.14.1 (Log # 18 )

Negative

Varn, L. Existing Section 6.14.1 is another example of arbitrary standards-setting divorced from commercial reality.  Many vaults
with volumes considerably larger than 25,000 cubic feet are constructed, manufactured and installed.  There is also no empirical or
historical basis for the differentiation between "vault" and "oversize vault" as the combustibility of the stored materials is the same.

Wright, S. The current vault standards do not address vault use by commercial records centers.  The Committee needs to address
this issue by separating the standards into two use categories.  One is backup tapes and the other is vital records.  We need to develop
different standards for each use.

Affirmative with Comment

Comeaux, Jr., W. The small size is too limiting as the vault industry and manufacturers are producing larger vaults that meet the
construction requirements of the standard.  A realistic size should be allowed.

232-88 7.1.4 (New) and A.7.1.3 (Log # 103 )

Negative

Medina, L. Where does this text fit in the re-written Chapter 7 Accepted in 232-87?

232-89 8.1.7 (Log # 19 )

Affirmative with Comment

Bonisch, W. “hall” should be “shall”.

Medina, L. Are there any known conditions where a building code calls for less than 1-hour protection? If so, the existing
language "shall be a minimum of 1-hour fire-resistive construction" should be retained.

232-91 8.14.4.2.2 (Log # 21 )

Negative
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Medina, L. The assertion that storage is in cardboard cartons makes assumptions as to records management practices.  The
original language regarding 6-sided containers was by design to provide added protection fro, fire, smoke and water damage.

232-92 9.1.2 (Log # 24 )

Negative

Varn, L. As set forth by the submitter, based upon the recent changes to NFPA 13 on account of large-scale fire tests of carton
record storage on multiple level catwalk systems, this document should be harmonized with NFPA 13.  The Committee Action on
Proposal 232-73 (Log #84) only provides informational material in the annex.

232-93 9.1.2 (Log # 88 )

Negative

Varn, L. This document should be harmonized with the recent changes to NFPA 13 based upon large-scale fire tests of carton
records storage on multiple level catwalk systems.

232-94 9.1.2, 9.1.2.1, 9.1.2.2, and 9.1.2.3 (Log # 22 )

Negative

Harrington, J. This new section and language is not needed as this subject is already satisfactorily addressed in Sections 9.1.3
and 9.1.4.

Mawhinney, J. I vote negative to ensure that the committee reconsiders this proposal after all proposals relating to non-
compartmented records centers are finally decided.  See reasons given for negative ballots on 232-97 Log 106 and 232-12 Log #98.
Given that the committee accepted in principle 232-94, Log #22, and rejected 232-97 Log #106, 232-99 Log #107 and 232-103, Log
#108, the effect is that NFPA 232 provides no requirements that will ensure a minimum level of fire protection in a large records
warehouse. Allowing unlimited volume storage centers without compartmentation, with storage configuration that precludes entry
and final extinguishment by the fire service, means that one cannot pretend that the sprinkler system provides reliable protection
against total loss of the facility.  Consequently, it would be better to abandon the pretense that there is anything relevant to fire and
loss protection for Records Centers in the standard, and accept the proposal to exclude non-compartmented records facilities from the
standard, as proposed by 232-12, Log #98.  Then 232-100, Log #100 would need to be reworded.

Affirmative with Comment

Medina, L. Does this language require the addition of a column to Table 4.1.1 for "Compartmented" and "Non-Compartmented"
record centers?  Is the assumption made here that non-compartmented would be for storage 'useful records' only?

232-96 9.1.3* (Log # 89 )

Negative

Varn, L. Existing Section 9.1.3* is yet another example of arbitrary standards-setting within the document that neither has, nor
ever had, any technical or empirical basis.

232-97 9.1.3 (Log # 106 )

Negative

Mawhinney, J. The committee statement justifying the rejection is not meaningful.  It is not responsive to the substantiation given
by the submitter, which explained  concerns about the lack of compartmentation in records centers and the problems that causes fire
fighters. If NFPA 232 leaves it up to the facility operator to decide to provide compartmentation or not, it should abandon any
pretense of being a fire protection standard.  Allowing buildings with footprints of 80 to 100 thousand square feet and 40-ft plus
storage heights, 30-inch wide aisles and no possibility or expectation for fire department entry, is guaranteed to result in the
Maximum Possible Loss if a fire occurs. If the committee accepts 232-94 Log #22 (as it did) changes should be made to accept 232
-100, Log #100, and 232-12, Log #98 so that it is clear that NFPA 232 does not apply to non-compartmented records warehouses.

232-98 9.1.3.1 (Log # 25 )

Negative
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Mawhinney, J. Although it would appear to be "better" to require 3 hour minimum separations instead of 2 hour separations, the
change ignores the conclusions of the study conducted by NFPRF for the 232 committee and presented to them in 2005.  The
"Record Storage Compartmentatioin Study", by Beyler, C and Iwankiw, N., dated 3 October, 2005, concluded that for a fire
involving 30 to 40 ft or high storage, with no expectation of fire department intervention to protect the fire separation, nothing less
than an 8-hour rated separation will effectively stop fire spread.  As it is established that fire department intervention cannot be
expected in a records storage center, specifying a 3 hour or even 4 hour fire resistance rating is of no real value. Instead of worrying
about assigning arbitrary fire resistance numbers, attention should shift to facilitating fire department access.

232-99 9.1.3.1 (Log # 107 )

Negative

Mawhinney, J. Comments supporting my negative ballot are provided for 232-97, Log #106.

232-100 9.1.4.1 (Log # 100 )

Negative

Mawhinney, J. Given that the committee accepted in principle 232-94, Log #22, and rejected 232-97 Log #106, 232-99 Log #107
and 232-103, Log #108, the effect is that NFPA 232 provides no requirements that will ensure a minimum level of fire protection in a
large records warehouse.  Consequently, it would be better to abandon all pretense that there is anything relevant to fire and loss
protection for Records Centers in the standard, and accept 232-100, Log #100.  To this end, 232-12, Log #98 should also be
accepted.

Varn, L. I agree with the reasons set forth by the submitter of Proposal 232-1100 Log #100.

232-103 9.2 (Log # 108 )

Negative

Harrington, J. These newly proposed requirements helping to facilitate the effectiveness of manual firefighting within a records
storage area makes sense.

Mawhinney, J. The substantiation provided with the original proposal was sufficient to support the proposal. Changing the
configuration of records storage centers to facilitate fire fighter entry to complete extinguishment of a fire that is only controlled by
sprinklers is arguably the most effective measure for preventing the Maximum Possible Loss of records in the event of a fire.  Public
comment from the fire service and building officials in support of the proposal is needed.

Medina, L. This proposal provides sufficient language and research to support it's findings.  The NFPA study performed in 2005
clearly identified this level of protection to be appropriate for this type of a facility.

232-105 A.1.1 (Log # 90 )

Affirmative with Comment

Fisher, D. With the addition of the definition of "Responsible Party", the phrase "typically the owner of the records" can be
deleted as it is included in the proposed definition.

232-107 A.3.3.9.7 (Log # 91 )

Negative

Medina, L. Useful records are referred to in a number of Accepted and AIPed comments.  Why would the language be removed
here?

232-116 A.8.9.3 (Log # 30 )

Affirmative with Comment

Mawhinney, J. In addition to file rooms, measures for emergency egress lighting should also be specified for Records Centers
with multi-tier, multi-row racks.  NFPA 101 egress lighting requirements may not be enough for the "special" aspects of maze like
buildings.

232-117 A.9.1.2.1 (Log # 31 )

Affirmative with Comment

Comeaux, Jr., W. It is important to make sure the user understands that the requirements of NFPA 13 should be followed for
multiple catwalk levels as well as order pick system that may be 30 feet high and require two levels of in-rack sprinklers.

232-123 E.5.2 (Log # 109 )
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Affirmative with Comment

Mawhinney, J. The second last line in the appendix note states "final extinguishment was by hose line."  As has been stated in
substantiation's for other proposed changes, fire departments will not send their fire fighters into the maze of multi-tier racks to find
the fire and extinguish it with a hose line. This fact needs to be pointed out in E.5.2 and elsewhere in NFPA 232.  Add:  "Note that
the stated performance of the sprinkler system relies upon the ability of the fire department to access the interior of the building
during a fire."
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